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THE SUCCESS OF COMPANION ANIMAL MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS 
A HISTORICAL AND STATISTICAL REVIEW 
 
 
Andrew N. Rowan and Alexandra K. Wilson 
Tufts School of Veterinary Medicine 
 
In the early 1970's a surge of articles in the lay and scientific press 
brought the burgeoning problem of pet overpopulation to the attention of the 
American public. The spark for this concern appears to have been an article 
by Carl Djerassi (who was prominent in the development of oral contraceptives 
for humans) and his colleagues in the unlikely forum of the Bulletin of 
Atomic Scientists. Djerassi argued that an efficient means of birth control 
was also required for the pet population (Djerassi et al, 1973). In 1974, 
following Djerassi's article Alan Beck, in an address to city officials 
described the metamorphosis of the dog from “man's best friend to a source of 
social, medical and political concern". In the same year, an editorial in the 
journal Science, (Feldman, 1974) claimed that the increasing number of 
unwanted and stray dogs were a cause of pollution, property damage, and 
danger to public health. Articles on it is issue appeared in many popular 
magazines, including Time, Esquire and Mad Magazine, and irresponsible pet 
ownership was implicated as one of the main causes of the wholesale 
destruction of unwanted animals • In general, the cat population was 
overlooked except by Robert Schneider (1970) who, in a study of pet 
population dynamics in two Californian communities, pointed out that the 
problem of overproduction in the more fecund feline population was even more 
acute than that in the canine population. 
Once recognized as a concern, a wide spectrum of solutions were offered 
to curb the increasing number of unwanted cats and dogs. In its Report to 
Humanitarians, (Thomsen, 1974) the Humane Information Services stressed the 
need for a shift from "humane education" for pet owners to education of all 
members of the public as well as government officials to the need for 
effective animal control measures. Thomsen argued that new, urban oriented, 
locally based ordinances were needed which would focus on enforcement of 
responsible pet ownership rather than trying persuasion. This movement away 
from traditional education efforts was echoed by some participants at the 
National Conferences on Dog and Cat Control in 1974 and 1976, where the 
overall thrust may best be described by the mnemonic, LES (Legislation, 
Education, and Sterilization). 
A decade and a half later, we find ourselves in a position to assess 
progress in the struggle to improve the welfare of companion animals in their 
relationship with humans. Although a great deal of effort has been expended 
to reduce the number of dogs and cats killed in the nation's shelters since 
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the early 1970's, there has been little real attempt to discover how 
successful (as a nation) our efforts have been nor to identify the most 
important factors responsible for what changes in companion animal 
demographics and shelter statistics may have occurred. In fact, even reliable 
basic demographic data is generally unavailable. Few local shelters conduct 
surveys to determine the local dog and cat population and the national scene 
is only marginally better serviced as a result of surveys conducted for pet 
product manufacturers. 
In 1973, the Humane Society of the United States conducted a nationwide 
survey of shelters from which it concluded that 13.5 million dogs and cats 
were killed annually by shelters. A follow-up survey for the year 1982 
indicates that this figure has fallen to 10 million. and it may be as low as 
7.6 million. By contrast, the overall dog and cat population has grown from 
approximately 60 million in 1973 to approximately 92 million in 1983. Thus, 
as can be seen in Table I, the programs to reduce the population of unwanted 
dogs and cats have, in fact, had considerable success although we do not know 
what the critical factors responsible for this decline have been. 
TABLE I    
Proportion of the Total Number of Dogs and Cats 
Killed Annually in Shelters in the U.S. 
 Total Population 
(millions) 
Number killed 
(millions) 
% Killed 
1973 60.0 – 64.0 13.5 21.0 - 22.5 
1982 92 7.6 – 10 8.2 – 10.9 
SOURCES: 1973 Total population - Since no data is available on the nationwide 
dog and cat population in 1973, the results of the 1972 (low estimate) and 
1975 (high estimate) surveys commissioned by the Pet Food Institute were 
used. 1983 Total population - Survey commissioned by American Animal Hospital 
Association. Numbers of Animals killed: Based on surveys of humane societies 
and animal control agencies on the HSUS mailing list. In 1983, 3,225 surveys 
were mailed and responses were received from 593 (18.4%). However, it should 
be noted that the HSUS estimates that there are only about 1,800 in the 
U.S.A., so many of the organizations which received the questionnaire were 
not shelters. 
 
 
There are a number of difficulties to be faced if one wishes to clarify 
the factors affecting animal control and the size and fate of the shelter 
population. In his 1973 article in the Bulletin of Atomic Scientists, Carl 
Djerassi accurately pointed out the weakest link in the development and 
evaluation of effective animal control programs. 
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The first dilemma faced by the investigator examining the dog 
and cat population is the poor quality of numerical data even 
in those countries with an advanced humane census. 
The situation is not much better today even though numerous studies to 
determine the national pet dog and cat populations have been commissioned by 
interested groups such as the American Veterinary Medical Association, the 
American Animal Hospital Association, and various pet food manufacturers. 
Because various methods of data collection and analysis are used in these 
surveys comparison of results from one study with those of another must be 
done with caution. As a result accurate trends in the pet population growth 
are difficult to determine. 
A common approach used by some of the national and regional surveys, 
has been to relate the pet population to the human population on which more 
systematic information is gathered. A ratio of dogs to humans was developed 
by Nasser and Mosier (1980) and Schneider and Vaida (1975). Based on their 
respective studies on population dynamics in Manhattan, Kansas, and Alameda 
and Contra Costa counties, California, Nasser reported a ratio of 1:4.1 while 
Schneider gave a lower estimate of 1:7. However, it has been commonly assumed 
that there is one dog for every six persons and this formula is widely used 
to estimate the dog population. It is clear from the Nassar and Mosier and 
Schneider surveys that the 1:6 ratio cannot be generally applied. 
Another commonly used formula for estimating the number of companion 
animals in a community is to determine the number of households owning pets 
and the average number of animals per household. The results of four surveys 
for the years 1975 and 1976 are given below in Table II. 
 
TABLE II    
Comparison of National Pet Demographic Surveys 1975 and 1976 
  
% Dog owning 
households 
% Cat owning 
households 
1975 National Analysts 43 22 
 Pet Food Institute 39.6 22.6 
    
1976 National Family Opinion 48 NA 
 AAHA 43.4 20.2 
    
 
The variation in the population estimates given by these and other 
research groups is probably the result of random variation, differences in 
sampling methods and differences in the phrasing of questions. Guy Hodge of 
the Human Society of the United States points out that variations in 
respondents' interpretations of a "pet" can have a significant influence on 
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survey results. Some people, for example, may include stray animals that they 
feed from time to time or barn cats. Others may not consider such animals as 
"pets". Some investigators have surveyed all households, while others have 
limited their interviews only to families, thus excluding single persons from 
their surveys. Another factor which may account for discrepancies between 
survey results is the high turnover rate in the pet population. Studies by 
National Analysts (1975) and Schneider (1975) indicate that cat and dog 
populations are in constant flux. Within one year 15% of the dogs and 25% of 
the cats will leave their households and only one third of dogs and cats 
remain in their original households for the duration of their natural lives. 
Despite these difficulties, the results from the market surveys presented in 
Tables III and IV indicate that there have been significant increases in the 
dog and cat populations over the last fifteen years. 
 
TABLE III 
Nationwide Dog Population 1972 - 1984 
Year 1972 1975 1976 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 
Source AAHA PFI PFI AAHA PFI F&S PFI PFI AAHA AVMA KK KK 
# U.S. 
H’holds. 
64.7 64.7 67.9 72.2 72.2 80.0 77.9 79.8 82.1 85.0 -- -- 
% H’holds 
owning dogs 
39.6 38.0 42.4 43.4 41.6 40.0 40.0 41.0 41.0 42.3 38.2 -- 
# Dogs per 
H’hold 
1.41 1.4 1.41 1.39 1.4 1.5 1.4 1.5 1.43 1.54 1.44 -- 
Total # of 
Dogs 
36.1 34.4 41.3 43.6 42.0 48.0 43.6 49.1 48.1 55.6 46.2 46.0 
 
TABLE IV 
Nationwide Cat Population 1972 - 1984 
Year 1972 1975 1976 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 
Source AAHA PFI PFI AAHA PFI F&S PFI PFI AAHA AVMA KK KK 
# U.S. 
H’holds. 
64.7 64.7 67.9 72.2 72.2 80.0 77.9 79.8 82.1 85.0 -- -- 
% H’holds 
owning cats 
21.0 20.8 21.5 24.5 23.8 20.0 24.1 26.5 27.0 28.4 26.2 -- 
# Cats per 
H’hold 
1.88 1.9 1.58 2.07 1.9 1.7 1.8 2.0 1.98 2.16 1.97 -- 
Total # of 
Cats 
25.5 25.6 23.1 36.6 32.6 27.2 33.8 42.2 43.9 52.1 43.3 45.3 
 
SOURCES: AAHA - American Animal Hospital Association, PFI - Pet Food 
Institute, F&S - Frost and Sullivan, AVMA - American Veterinary Medical 
Association, KK - Kal Kan Pet Food Manufacturers. See Appendix A for details 
on survey methodologies. 
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Many animal control agencies rely on the estimates provided by national 
and regional studies to determine their own pet populations. The danger 
inherent in such extrapolations, besides the wide variations in the 
nationwide statistics available from different sources, is illustrated by the 
conclusions of a market survey by the Upjohn corporation (Bush, 1978). 
Results from a survey of 12,000 people nationwide revealed variations of up 
to 16% in pet ownership between various regions of the country. A more recent 
study of pet ownership by Charles, Charles Associates (1983) showed that many 
socio-economic factors such as income, type of dwelling, family size, and 
type of community (urban, suburban, rural) are important determinants of pet 
ownership. They also confirmed substantial variations in pet ownership from 
one state to another. In this proceedings, John Kullberg of the New York City 
ASPCA argues that the dog population in New York City is only about one third 
of what might be expected by applying of the Charles, Charles, Associates 
(1983) formula. Lloyd Ross of the Baltimore Bureau of Animal Control also 
reports that the number of cats per household in Baltimore is much smaller 
than might be expected from national surveys.  
Animal Control Workshop 
In order to try and come to better grips with some of these problems 
and to assess the impact of educational, legislative, and population control 
measures on human and animal welfare, a number of experts were brought to a 
workshop to focus their collective wisdom on the issues of population control 
and animal management. Only those papers from the workshop that have been 
submitted are represented in this proceedings. Like the scientists and animal 
welfare advocates of the 1970's, panelists attributed most of the problems of 
animal overpopulation in the 1980's to irresponsible owners. This designation 
was used to describe the large number of people who, having casually acquired 
a pet, are unwilling to assume responsibility for its' behavior and 
whereabouts. These casual owners too often surrender or abandon their animals 
once they have outgrown their "cuteness" or, through neglect, have acquired 
undesirable behavioral traits. However, as Table I indicates, the animal 
control problem of the 1980's appears to be both proportionately and 
absolutely less severe than it was in the early 1970's. Fewer animals are 
ending up in the nation's shelters despite a much larger dog and cat 
population. However, it is not clear what factors have been responsible for 
the possible changes that have occurred.  
The Shelter Population 
Both Phil Arkow and Lloyd Ross cited the young age of the shelter 
population in comparison to the general dog population in their communities. 
A review of the Pikes Peak shelter in Colorado revealed that the majority of 
dogs were 6-18 months of age with larger and mixed breed animals 
disproportionately represented. This later finding is consistent with studies 
by Nassar et al, (1984) and Arkow and Dow (1984) which correlated the cost of 
a pet with the degree of owner commitment to it. Based on surveys of the pet 
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owning community in Baltimore, Ross found the shelter population to be an 
average of three years younger than the general population. 
With the exception of Vancouver, which had a redemption rate of 40% in 
1976, shelters reported that few impounded animals make it back to their 
original homes. Overall redemption rates for dogs and cats ranged from as low 
as 4.02 % in New York City to 15% in Palm Beach, Florida. These figures are 
similar to those described by Nassar and Mosier (1984) who reported that only 
20.4 % of the dogs and 7% of the cats in the Las Vegas area were reunited 
with their owners. 
Enforcement 
The importance of animal related problems in the public mind became 
evident when a survey of U.S. mayors ranked animal related issues first among 
complaints received by their offices in 1974 (Bancroft, 1974). Nine years 
later, these concerns still ranked third in Baltimore City Hall, yet 
relatively little has been done to augment the enforcement of city 
ordinances. Some local governments have increased their budgets for animal 
control (e.g. West Palm Beach, Florida and Charlotte, North Carolina) but, in 
general, the low priority status given animal control problems by local 
government, and the lack of serious attention by the judiciary to offenders 
have slowed what progress has occurred. In Boston, a city of nearly 600,000, 
there has been virtually no animal control since the Animal Rescue League 
gave up the city contract after years of trying to get the city to put 
adequate resources into the animal control program. 
In certain instances, the situation has deteriorated despite the 
efforts of animal control agencies to gather more local support. Over the 
past ten years, New York City has experienced a drop of 20% in the number of 
dog licensed. While this might be interpreted as an optimistic sign 
indicating a decline in the population, officials take gloomier view that it 
is probably due as much to a drop in the licensing rates to a true decrease 
in the size of the population. In addition to the closure in 1982 of three 
out of the five city shelters, the city turned over responsibility or 
licensing to the ASPCA, a private humane society. John Kullberg of the ASPCA 
in New York, believes that this has resulted in a reduction in the licensing 
compliance rate because the ASPCA officers are not perceived as having as 
much authority as the city officials. 
There have been some successes, however, in the effort to improve the 
effectiveness ad enforcement of the laws governing animal control. Strategies 
have included issuing citations to owners (instead of impounding animals), 
reserving specific court dates for violators of animal control ordinances, 
and imposing stiffer fines on irresponsible owners. For example, the Atlanta 
Humane Society found the judiciary its greatest problem in trying to improve 
observance of animal ordinances. However, they worked out an arrangement 
whereby animal control problems would be dealt with by specific courts on 
designated days. Recognizing the need for strict enforcement, one Atlanta 
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judge now routinely fines owners of roaming animals $200.00, granting 
suspensions only for the costs the defendant incurs in fencing to control 
their dog. 
The Charlotte Animal Control Division, worked out a similar arrangement 
with the courts to set aside one day a week for animal control violators. The 
division also now requires owners to sign a contract agreeing to sterilize 
adopted animals or risk reclamation because it had a high "no show" rate for 
sterilization operations for shelter adopted kittens and puppies. While it is 
too early to judge the program's success, this strategy appears to be working 
since the sterilization delinquency rate has dropped from 30.7 to 5.9 
percent.  
Many shelters have taken measures to shift punishment for violations 
from the pet to the owner. This "punishment" may come in the form of higher 
impoundment fees, or as is the case in Colorado Springs, Colorado and Pima 
County, Arizona, replacing impoundments with owner citations. This change was 
deemed necessary in the face of the low redemption rates mentioned earlier. 
Arthur Ruff of the Pima County Animal Control Center believes that a special 
effort by the Center to identify and cite owners of roaming and/or unlicensed 
dogs has been instrumental in reducing the number of dog bite reports by 12% 
in one year. 
Spay/Neuter Programs 
The issue of publically subsidized spay/neuter programs has been a 
major focus of debate, fractionating interested groups and often resulting in 
the polarization of humane societies and veterinary associations into 
opposite camps. Participants at the two National Conferences on Dog and Cat 
Control in the mid 1970'S concluded that "the building of tax-supported 
facilities is strongly discouraged" and instead advocated cooperative efforts 
by animal welfare groups, government and local veterinary associations to use 
existing or mutually funded facilities. Some opponents have argued that low-
cost programs do little for the people they are supposed to help, mainly 
attracting those who can afford standard surgical fees. Strong criticism came 
from Alan Beck (1974) who stated: 
Implicit in these proposals (for municipally financed 
sterilization clinics), however, is a tacit encouragement 
of permitting sterilized animals to run free. Such animals 
still bite, turn over garbage cans, bark, defecate, and get 
hit by cars. If leash laws were strictly enforced, pets 
would not get pregnant. Of course, there are irresponsible 
owners, who do not supervise their animals, but there is no 
evidence that these people would avail themselves of non-
profit sterilization clinics anyway. 
Another critic of mass spay/neuter programs was Robert Schneider (1975) 
who concluded, from data collected on pet population dynamics in Alameda and 
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Contra Costa counties in California, that such programs will not have their 
desired effect.  
The critical factor in maintaining canine population 
balance is the law of supply and demand. As demand 
increases, prices increase and additional pups become 
available through more breeding activity, both planned and 
unplanned. This increased productivity becomes an excess 
when demand recedes. The major way to control 
overproduction is to regulate demand more closely. A way to 
regulate demand is to educate potential owners as to their 
responsibilities if they obtain a pet, not by offering them 
low-cost neutering services. Such services will only make 
them complacent. 
Part of Schneider's skepticism regarding the efficacy of such programs 
is based on his findings regarding the high turnover rate in the pet 
population. In the two counties studied, such a large number of pets left the 
households yearly that, by the end of three ears, only 33% of the female cats 
and 50% of the female dogs remained in their original homes. Analysis of age 
related spay rates revealed that the highest proportion of spayed animals are 
in the older age brackets. Schneider attributes the reluctance on the part of 
the owner to have their pet spayed during its prime reproductive years to the 
high probability of that animal not staying long in the household. 
To be fair, most advocates of low-cost spay/neuter programs also have 
promoted stronger enforcement of animal control ordinances and have supported 
education programs for pet owners. For example, while recognizing that 
sterilization programs are not the complete answer to the pet overpopulation 
problem, Guy Hodge, of the Humane Society of The United States, (1976) felt 
that such programs were in part responsible for decreasing reproduction rates 
of the early 70's. Hodge disagreed with those who thought that sterilization 
programs increased owner irresponsibility and argued that sterilization 
represented a proprietary investment in an animal which would increase 
responsible ownership. In addition, he pointed out that sterilization would 
have the benefit of elimination of estrus and related behavioral activities 
which, he stated, was the primary reason 35% of all dog owners gave their 
animals away. 
During the 1970's many advocated the need for differential license fees 
for sterilized animals as a means to encourage such practices, (Schneider, 
1975; Thomsen, 1974; Council on Veterinary Services, 1973). This feeling, 
however, was not universally held. Some felt that it was inappropriate to 
impose a fine that would indiscriminately punish owners, regardless of the 
responsibility that they exercised in regards to their pet. This concern was 
voiced by Alan Beck (1974), who argued that: 
There is no reason to increase the license fee for intact 
animals if the owner realizes that the animal must always 
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be supervised. To do so would be to levy a fine before the 
law is violated. Appropriate fines should be charged only 
after a straying animal is captured. 
Nevertheless, such differential fees are not unusual in other areas of public 
activity and they are legitimate means for promoting what is perceived to be 
desirable public behavior. 
The debate over the efficacy of sterilization clinics was continued at 
this conference. Phil Arkow, comparing the situation now in Colorado Springs 
with that in the early 1970’s, noted an encouraging decrease in the numbers 
of unwanted animals from 24.1 to 13.5% of the estimated total population. 
Arkow's optimism however, is guarded, and he questions whether the root of 
the problem, namely, owner responsibility and commitment to their pets has 
been affected. Arkow's ambivalence about the effectiveness of sterilization 
programs results in part from the fact that so few animals are successfully 
recycled back into the community from the shelter. With only 4% of the dogs, 
and 2% of the cats in the general population coming from the shelters (Nassar 
et al, 1984), it is difficult to imagine how shelter requirements for 
sterilization could substantially influence the pet population growth in the 
community. 
Arkow is also pessimistic about the impact of free sterilization 
programs on curbing population growth. "Program 200" a free pet sterilization 
program offered to welfare recipients by the Colorado Springs Animal Control 
Department, was discontinued after one year due to lack of participation. 
Arkow believes this was in part due to the low percentage of pet owners in 
the lower income brackets, a statistic which is supported by various national 
and regional surveys. Dennis Moore of the Palm Beach Animal Regulation 
Division feels, however, that cost can be an important factor in an owner's 
decision to sterilize their pets. A survey in Palm Beach found that 74% of 
the participants in a sterilization rebate program, slightly under half of 
which were in the $20,000 per year income range, felt that the availability 
of a low cost program was important or very important in their decision to 
sterilize their pet. 
Dianne Quisenberry of Charlotte, North Carolina, whose municipal clinic 
opened in 1982, is still waiting for more data to determine the effect of 
their sterilization program on the pet overpopulation problem. Because of the 
higher cost of shelter animals with the advent of mandatory sterilization, 
the shelter experienced a substantial decline in the adoption rate which is 
now slowly recovering. Quisenberry views the reduction in the adoption rate 
as a positive development, however, since it screens out potentially 
uncommitted owners. Although cautious to draw conclusions at such an early 
date, Quisenberry cites a decrease in the number of animals surrendered to 
the shelter as suggestive evidence of their program's success. Lloyd Ross 
cited a similar decrease in the adoption rate with the institutionalization 
of mandatory sterilization. In Baltimore, the number of shelter adopted 
animals decreased from 560 in 1978 to 291 in 1982. 
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35,000 Animals have been sterilized by ASPCA veterinarians and an 
undetermined number by participating veterinarians in a sterilization program 
operated by the New York City ASPCA. In the same time span, the number of 
animals turned into shelters has dropped 47%. John Kullberg warns, however, 
that attributing this decrease to the implementation of the sterilization 
program ignores the influence of other dynamic processes such as the state of 
the economy, lease constraints, and life style changes. 
Following a bad period in the early 1970's in which the dog population 
doubled and the numbers of dogs and cats impounded reached catastrophic 
proportions, the British Columbia SPCA believes that they are reaping the 
benefits of their new animal control program. This program involved the 
establishment of increased impoundment fees, differential licensing for 
sterilized animals, mandatory sterilization and tattooing for shelter adopted 
animals, and the establishment of a low-cost spay/neuter clinic. These 
measures are believed to be responsible for the decline in the number of 
euthanasias (from 80,000 in 1976 to 8,986 in 1983), of animal related 
complaints, and of the number of dead and injured animals picked up by 
shelter staff. 
The implementation of mandatory tattooing for shelter animals and the 
voluntary tattooing of dogs by local veterinarians under the banner of 
"Operation Tattoo", is felt to be one of the most effective measures 
undertaken by the BCSPCA to increase owner responsibility. In comparison to 
non-participating municipalities, which have experienced an increase of 27% 
in the number of dog impoundments, communities which have adopted Operation 
Tattoo have had a decrease of 7% over a six year period. In addition, in the 
District of North Vancouver which accepted the program, there has been an 
increase of 46% in the proportion of impounded animals reclaimed by their 
owners. 
Robert Rush of the Los Angeles Department of Animal Regulation believes 
a combination of a low cost sterilization program and differential licensure 
has been a (if not the) key factor in decreasing the number of animals 
impounded in Los Angeles by 50%, from 144,000 in 1970 to 72,454 in 1982-83. 
However, during the same period, the number of licensed dogs declined from 
266,325 to 181,852 (a 32% drop). Without accurate statistics on the actual 
pet population it is difficult to determine whether the fall in dog licenses 
reflects the actual number of dogs in the population and, therefore, whether 
the large drop in impoundments is a feature of population changes or is 
caused by the spay/neuter and enforcement program. However, the spay/neuter 
program has had a major impact on the reproduction status of the animal 
population. From 1972 to 1980, the proportion of licenses issued to 
sterilized animals grew from 11% to 48%. Other dynamic factors, such as 
changes in the local human demographics, also need to be considered when 
evaluating the efficacy of any animal control programs. In the San Fernando 
Valley, a shift to multi-family dwellings and condominiums is likely to 
decrease the demand for dogs. This was illustrated by the Charles, Charles, 
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Associates survey (1983) which found a positive correlation between 
possession of pets and home ownership. The ethnic demographics of Los Angeles 
have also undergone a significant transformation in recent years. Most 
importantly, the Hispanic population has increased 9.0% in the past ten 
years. Considering the high number of undocumented aliens now living in the 
Los Angeles area, the actual percentage is probably higher. With pet 
ownership among Hispanic people currently below the national average (Levine, 
1984), this change in the local demographics may also have altered the demand 
for pets. 
Several surveys conducted in the last decade and a half have helped 
unravel some of the determinants of pet ownership. Family size, number of 
children, home ownership versus renting, and type of household dwelling all 
have an impact on pet ownership. Investigators have explored attitudes of pet 
owners toward their animals and are just beginning to determine the reasons 
why people acquire pets (security, companionship) and why they gave them up 
in often startling numbers (behavior problems, unrealistic expectations). 
In spite of numerous studies, however, we are still in the dark about 
the actual effectiveness of various programs which have been implemented to 
combat the problems of irresponsible owners and unwanted dogs and cats. Lack 
of information on why people sterilize their animals and the importance of 
financial considerations in their decision makes it difficult to plan and 
evaluate spay/neuter programs. While studies in the early 1970's looked at 
attitudes of pet owners and non-pet owners on animal control programs no 
recent studies have been undertaken. 
A basic requirement for any program design and evaluation is access to 
accurate numerical information on the pet population. As discussed 
previously, this information is generally lacking on a local level and 
subject to wide variation on a national level Phil Arkow, reviewing the 
progress of Animal control programs in dealing with the plight of unwanted 
animals concludes: 
A decade later, it is safe to say that the intakes of 
unwanted animals at the shelter have decreased, and that 
the public awareness of the ad vantages and availability of 
pet sterilization has increased, But whether either 
pathway, or even the combined efforts of both, have solved 
the "surplus" problem, or have at tacked the root of the 
problem - namely, changing pet owner’s values to foster a 
sense of responsible pet ownership and encouraging owners 
to make a lifelong commitment to their wards remain to be 
seen. 
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APPENDIX A 
Below are brief descriptions of the methodologies employed in the market 
surveys whose results appeared in Tables I, III and IV. 
Kal Kan - These figures are based on various surveys contracted by Kal Kan 
Pet Food Manufacturers, but primarily on a written survey sent out to 13,500 
households. Although these households were selected to reflect U.S. 
population demographics, certain alterations of the data were made by 
researchers at Kal Kan to adjust for certain demographic groups which they 
felt were under-represented. (Note, however, that prior to 1984 single person 
household were not surveyed and no adjustment were made for this omission. 
AVMA - In 1983 the AVMA commissioned Charles, Charles Associates for a one 
time survey on companion animal demographics. These results are based on 
responses of 13,500 people to a mail survey by N.F.O. (formerly National 
Family Opinion) on pet demographics. Like the survey commissioned by Kal Kan, 
these households were selected to reflect U.S population demographics. Single 
person households, however, were included and no adjustments of the data were 
made. The number of households owning dogs and cats were arrived at by 
multiplying the number of households in the U.S. by the percentage of 
households surveyed which owned dogs/cats. This number was then multiplied by 
the average number of dogs/cats per household to determine the nationwide 
dog/cat populations. 
Pet Food Institute - No information was available at the time of publication 
on the survey methods used in the studies performed in 1972, 1976, 1980, and 
1981 except that the surveys were contracted out to the Market Research 
Corporation of America which used a "national consumer panel" for its study. 
The 1975 survey, however, was carried out by National Analysts, a subsidiary 
of Booz, Allen, Hamilton using the following methodology as described by 
Wilbur (1976). 
This survey consisted of personal interviews with 1200 
adults...Interviews were done in 57 urban, suburban and 
rural localities. Small areas within these cities or areas 
were randomly sampled, with the interviewer required to 
obtain a quota of interviews with each different respondent 
(dog owners, cat owners, former pet owners, and people who 
had never owned pets) in each area. 
American Animal Hospital Association, Frost and Sullivan - Details of the 
survey methodology used in these studies were not available at the time of 
publication. 
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CHARLOTTE – MECKLENBURG  
ANIMAL CONTROL PROGRAM 
 
Diane Quisenberry 
Animal Control Division 
2700 Tommey Avenue 
Charlotte, NC 28203 
 
 
 
GENERAL INFORMATION 
The area of Mecklenburg County and the City of Charlotte can be 
generally characterized as an urban area - only 1.16% of those citizens 
living in the rural sections are engaged in farm activities. The area is an 
important trucking interchange and banking center with a small industrial 
base. The light industry of note includes dye companies, computer-related 
industries, and textile equipment manufacturers. The city itself is dynamic 
and progressive. The inner-city is currently undergoing redevelopment. The 
general population has an average age of 29.5 years with 72.2% over 18. There 
are 162,786 households in the area with a median income of $17,837 per 
household (mean income is $21,407) and an average of 2.69 persons per 
household. There are 98,951 single family and 52,676 multi-family dwellings. 
Seventy-two (72) percent of the population is white and 26.5% is black. 
Additional information on human and household demographics is provided in 
Tables 1, 2 and 3. 
 
The governing municipalities pride themselves on their progressive 
approach to providing city and county services. Such an approach is evident 
in the animal control program which was reorganized and overhauled in 1978. 
 
TABLE 1 
   
Population and Area Statistics 
 City of Charlotte Mecklenburg County Total 
Population 314,447 89,823 404,270 
Area (sq. mi.) 144.3 399.7 544.0 
Dwelling Units 136,304 18,983 155,287 
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TABLE 2 
  
Income Distribution 
 
Household Income 
No. of Households 
(% in parentheses) 
Less than $10,000 37,280 (24.6) 
$10,000 - $19,999 45,538 (29.9) 
$20,000 - $29,999 33,225 (21.9) 
$30,000 - $39,999 17,544 (11.6) 
$40,000 - $49,999 6,852 (4.5) 
$50,000 - $74,999 9,002 (5.9) 
$75,000 or more 2,387 (1.6) 
  
 
TOTAL 151,728 
 
 
  
Median - $17,837 
  
Mean - $21,407 
  
 
 
TABLE 3 
 
Distribution of People in Households 
1 Person 44,147 
2 Persons 46,110 
3 Persons 27,713 
4 Persons 23,635 
5 Persons 10,482 
6 or more Persons 6,643 
 
 
ANIMAL CONTROL PROGRAM 
 The Charlotte-Mecklenburg Division of Animal Control is operated as an 
agency for the protection of persons and property under the city government 
of Charlotte, N.C. and serves both the City of Charlotte and the County of 
Mecklenburg. For nearly forty years, the City of Charlotte has had an Animal 
Control agency which is authorized to enforce all state and local laws 
pertaining to animals and to ensure that all animals within its jurisdiction 
receive humane care.  
The current operation consists of a staff of 40 employees, a fleet of 
twenty animal control vehicles, an animal shelter with 78 dog runs, an 
isolation room, a treatment room, a cat/kitten area, a two stall barn, and a 
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Spay/Neuter Clinic. The animal shelter responds to all calls for service 
concerning animals within its jurisdictional area. It provides 24 hours per 
day service and care for injured animals. The shelter maintains an ongoing 
education and publicity program. 
In late 1978 the Animal Control Division underwent some significant 
changes in management and philosophy which has led to the current animal 
control program. This program consists of five parts: 
 
1.  A low cost Spay/Neuter Clinic which is available to all citizens. 
2.  Mandatory spay/neuter for all animals adopted from the shelter. 
3. Differential licensing fee for dogs and cats. 
4.  A strong ordinance with stringent enforcement. 
5.  An on-going education and advertising program. 
 
Tables 4 and 5 provide information on general animal control activities. 
 
TABLE 4  
   
Animals Picked-Up and Reclaimed 
Fiscal 
Year 
Stray Dogs 
Picked-Up 
Stray Dogs Reclaimed 
(as % of total) 
Stray Cats 
Picked-Up 
Stray Cats Reclaimed 
(as % of total) 
1979/80 9,491 * 1,055 (11.1%) 
Statistics 
not kept 
2 
1980/81 4,579 1,063 (23.2%) 1,034 30 (2.9%) 
1981/82 4,298 1,093 (25.4%) 1,659 42 (2.5%) 
1982/83 4,469 1,095 (24.5%) 2,407 38 (1.5%) 
1983/84  5,060 1,286 (25.4%) 2,072 71 (3.4%) 
(11 months) 
   
     
     
* Record keeping standardized and verifiable beginning February, 1980. 
Old record keeping system very inaccurate. 
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TABLE 5 
      
Animal Control Budget, 1980-1985 
 
F/Y 
1980 
F/Y 
1981 
F/Y 
1982* 
F/Y 
1983 
F/Y 
1984 
F/Y 1985 
(Est.) 
Budget $443,680 $503,797 $579,963 $800,783 $1,153,737 $1,094,270 
Revenue (Shelter) 185,246 364,032 302,753 437,513 430,499 430,460 
Revenue  
(County Payment) 
N/A N/A N/A 170,257 415,345 399,122 
Total Revenue $185,246 $364,032 $302,753 $607,770 $845,844 $829,582 
% Budget  
Offset By Revenue 
41.7% 72.2% 52.2% 75.8% 73.3% 75.8% 
       
* February, 1983 – Consolidation of City and County Animal Control agencies 
occurred. 
 
 
LOW COST SPAY/NEUTER CLINIC - AVAILABLE TO EVERYONE 
 
The Charlotte Spay/Neuter Clinic opened its doors for operation on 
January 19, 1982. The Clinic is located on the grounds of the Animal Shelter 
in a separate building. The Clinic is run under contract to the city by the 
Humane Society of Charlotte. It is not a full service hospital (a concession 
to local veterinarians) but provides sterilization surgery only. To date this 
Clinic has performed over 8,100 surgeries and has met the goal proposed in 
the 1980 Spay/ Neuter Service Feasibility Report of 14.6 surgeries per day. 
 
Initially the Spay/Neuter service was used predominantly by Charlotte 
citizens who already had animals. The general public was given six months to 
use the Clinic before the differential license fee went into effect so that 
no one could complain they had not been able to use the Clinic before having 
to buy a more expensive tag. In Figure 1 it can be seen that, during the 
first six months of Clinic operations, the general public used the Clinic 
heavily. The number of surgeries on animals adopted from the shelter was 
drastically reduced because the price of adopting animals had risen 
dramatically (Table 6). 
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FIGURE 1 
 
 
 
 
 
TABLE 6 
    
Adoption Fees and Practice Before and After the New Program 
 
Price Before 
 
Price After Included in New Price 
Adult Dogs $10.00  $39.50 
Spay/Neuter surgery, 
city license, DHLPP 
vaccination, heartworm 
screen. 
Puppies 5.00  29.50 
Spay/Neuter surgery, 
DHLPP vaccination, 
deworm. 
  
Male Female 
 
Adult Cats $2.00 $18.50 $24.50 
Spay/Neuter surgery, 
city license, FD-FVR-C 
vaccination. 
Kittens 2.00 13.50 19.50 
Spay/Neuter surgery,    
FD-FVR-C vaccination, 
deworm. 
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MANDATORY SPAY/NEUTER 
 
The trend of general public use of the Spay/Neuter Clinic has decreased 
over the two year operation. In the same way, the number of mandatory 
spay/neuters from the shelter (i.e. number of adoptions) has increased over 
the period. In Figure 2, the percent of mandatory spay/neuters of total 
surgeries performed has increased steadily from a low of 6% (average) to 
nearly 18% of total. This trend may indicate that the citizens are accepting 
the higher price of the shelter animals and adopting more sterilized animals 
from the shelter. This interpretation is strengthened by the data in Figure 3 
which shows the plunge, in January 1982, in adoptions by the new laws and 
higher in prices. This change was expected and even encouraged since the 
higher prices became an excellent screening tool. Over the last two years, 
the adoption rate has slowly increased. 
 
The mandatory spay/neuter program in Charlotte may be a little 
different from similar programs in that we require that adaptors of adult 
dogs and cats purchase their animal and pick it up two days later, after the 
spay/neuter surgery has been performed. There have been surprisingly few 
complaints about this requirement. Individuals who do not particularly want 
the surgery and voice their intention not to have it done are informed that 
the surgery is required by the law. If the potential adopter tries to refuse 
the surgery, we do not and cannot sell them the animal. By having the program 
set up in this way, 100% of the adult animals are surgically sterilized 
before leaving our custody. 
FIGURE 2 
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FIGURE 3 
 
 
 
 
Of course with adopted puppies and kittens, we experience a problem 
very similar to other mandatory spay/neuter programs. Citizens adopt these 
young animals and never bring them back for surgery. We experienced a 29.6% 
no show rate on these young animals (see Table 7). To try to combat the 
problem each citizen adopting a puppy or kitten must sign a contract agreeing 
to forfeit the animal if they fail "to show" at the Spay /Neuter Clinic on 
the appointed day. To date, we have "reclaimed" six animals from citizens who 
have refused to comply. We actively telephone and contact in person all "no 
shows". 
An added feature of our program is our "waiver" policy on reclaimed 
animals. Citizens reclaiming their dog or cat impounded as a result of a 
leash law or nuisance complaint can waive their reclaim fee and pay for 
sterilization surgery. Since January 19, 1982 we have had 121 owners opt for 
surgery. 
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TABLE 7 
        
Mandatory Spay/Neuter Adoptions from the Shelter 
 
Adults 
    
S/N No Shows 
 
Cats Dogs 
 
Kittens Puppies 
 
Kittens Puppies 
1982 79 477 
 
333 321 
 
81 (24.3%) 119 (37.1%) 
1983 147 552 
 
433 466 
 
154 (35.6%) 163 (35.0%) 
1984     
(4 months) 
80 222 
 
70 176 
 
5 (7.2%) 8 (4.5%) 
TOTALS 1,557 
 
1,792 
 
530 (29.6%) 
 
 The consequence of implementing mandatory spay/neuter has been an 
increase in the number of euthanized animals. Naturally the fewer animals 
adopted, the more left to be dealt with in the only manner available. In 
Figure 4, the number of euthanized animals increased after the new Animal 
Control program was implemented although the figures have now stabilized. 
Also, the peak during the 1983 Spring and Summer season was not as high as in 
past years. Although it is· too soon to draw any definite conclusions, he 
trend is encouraging. 
DIFFERENTIAL LICENSING 
The Charlotte-Mecklenburg program has always stressed that, for any 
comprehensive animal control program to work, there must be an incentive. As 
a result, differential licensing was included in our animal control program 
(Table 8). 
 
TABLE 8 
  
Differential Licenses and Date of Implementation 
Sterile Fertile Year 
$5.00 $15.00 F/Y 1982 
5.00 20.00 F/Y 1983 
5.00 25.00 F/Y 1984 
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FIGURE 4 
 
 
The public outcry against the differential was very loud indeed. 
Owners, especially those who had more than one pet, were faced with a 
significant license fee each year. Complaints flooded Charlotte's City 
Council members. Finally, in 1983 the Council decided to stop the escalation 
at $20.00 and not to increase to $25.00. Citizens were not happy but the 
outcry has subsided and the differential remains at $5.00 and $20.00 today. 
Table 9 gives data on the licensing history since Fiscal Year 1981. The 
public's initial reluctance to comply with the ordinance is not evident, but 
it was certainly felt by the Animal Control personnel. However, the number of 
licensed animals has increased since 1981 and we are most encouraged by the 
tremendous increase in the percent of sterile animals being licensed. 
STRONG ORDINANCE WITH STRINGENT ENFORCEMENT 
The success of any Animal Control program, no matter how well designed, 
is dependent on stringent enforcement of a good ordinance. Since the 1982 
passage of new laws for the comprehensive animal control program, we have 
experienced a general increase in revenue. Especially interesting is the 
increase in paid fines, from $25,790 in Fiscal Year 1980 to over $60,000 
($52,742.50 year to date) in Fiscal Year 1984. Citizens not paying their fine 
within 15 days, must pay an additional $10.00 delinquency fee. If citations 
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remain unpaid for 30 days, a criminal summons is issued, requiring appearance 
in Magistrate Court. Animal Control prosecutes 25 to 40 cases monthly, 
collecting $200 to $300 weekly through the courts. 
 
TABLE 9 
   
Dogs and Cats Licensed, 
Fiscal Year 1981-84 
Year Sterile Fertile Total 
1981 ----- ----- 29,500 
1982 6,350 27,650 34,000 
1983 16,800 20,700 37,500 
1984 (9 mo.) 18,000 18,000 36,000 
  
 The Animal Control Division had anticipated that bite reports and 
cruelty complaints would be positively affected by the new programs. However, 
both the number of bite reports and cruelty cases have increased since 1980 
and 1981 (Table 10). In the last five years, we have made improvements in our 
reporting and investigating procedures. Until 1979, the Charlotte Animal 
Control did not investigate cruelty complaints. Citizens have discovered that 
we actively investigate and prosecute cruelty violations and are reporting 
these problems to us routinely. A change in our policies five years ago could 
account for the increase. In the Feasibility Report, we had anticipated a 
decrease in these numbers. 
TABLE 10 
  
Reports of Animal Bites and Cruelty Cases 
Year Number of Animal Bites Cruelty Cases 
1980 180 --- 
1981 280 168 
1982 330 210 
1983 370 270 
1984 (est) 395 295 
 
The number of reported bite cases had definitely been expected to 
decrease. The steady increase could be attributed to the publicity generated 
by the rabies epizootic. The Animal Control Division has also tried to 
communicate to the public the need to report every bite. Through our efforts 
to inform the public and our own improved in-house procedures, we may have 
caused the increase in numbers. Another interesting feature of the bite 
record is that, between November 1983 and May 1984; 64.7% of all bites were 
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by fertile males and a further 19.2% by fertile females. Thus, 83.8% of all 
bites were by fertile animals and only 5 .5% were by animals known to be 
sterile. Thus, a spay/neuter program could reduce the problem of animal 
bites. 
EDUCATION/ADVERTISING 
We hold 30 to 40 humane education programs in our schools annually. Our 
long term goal is to have a regular curriculum of humane education so that we 
can reach all the children. Nearly $7,000 is spent annually on newspaper ads, 
bumper stickers, bus placards, and water bill inserts. The local Humane 
Society also contributes to the educational effort. The Mecklenburg County 
Humane Society is most active in humane education activities and actively 
works to promote programs throughout the county.  
OTHER PROGRAM RESULTS 
In Table 11 and Figures 5-7, further data is outlined. In Table 11, it 
is evident that the number of animals killed in the street has been 
decreasing since 1980. We believe this to be a direct result of both our 
leash law enforcement and the spay/neuter program. However, we are also asked 
whether the number of animals passing through the shelter is decreasing. We 
are unwilling to commit ourselves to a definite answer at this time. The 
number of reclaimed dogs has remained constant (Figure 5) as has the number 
of stray animals we pick up (Figure 6). However, the number of reclaimed cats 
is increasing each year although the number by itself is not significant (58 
cats to date this fiscal year). This is probably due to the passage and 
enforcement of cat licensing and inoculation laws. It is also interesting 
that the tattooing required on all animals sterilized at the Spay/Neuter 
Clinic has not significantly increased reclaims. Often the owners of tattooed 
animals call us looking for their animal before we have a chance to notify 
them. 
Figure 7 shows the profile of donated dogs and cats and may be the most 
significant table in this packet. Charlotte-Mecklenburg Animal Control 
believes that it is the trend of donated animals (i.e., animals released 
voluntarily by owners) that show the success of our programs. As you can see, 
the number is decreasing. 
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FIGURE 5 
 
FIGURE 6 
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In our 1983 peak season, the numbers although high, did not reach the 
size they did in 1981 or 1982. This is very encouraging. In Figure 8 we have 
plotted three lines, the number of donated animals, stray animals, and 
euthanized animals. The peaks for euthanized animals follow very closely the 
peaks of donated animals, but not always those of stray animals. We believe 
that the donated population is the main contributing factor to increased 
euthanasia. The more donated animals that are controlled through our 
spay/neuter and animal control program, the sooner our goals will be met. 
In the original Spay/Neuter Report, five to seven years under the total 
program was considered to be necessary before large decreases in the animal 
population would be observed. After two years, small trends can be identified 
in a number of areas, but more time is needed before firm conclusions can be 
drawn. 
Table 11 
 
Number of Dead Animals Picked Up by The Sanitation Division 
Year Number 
1977 8,049 
1978 8,403 
1979 8,516 
1980 9,732 
1981 7,007 
1982 5,029 
1983 5,839 
1984 (est.) 5,390 
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FIGURE 7 
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ANIMAL CONTROL, BIRTH CONTROL, AND COMMUNITY  
EDUCATION :  
IMPACTS ON THE COLORADO SPRINGS  
PET POPULATION, 1970 - 1984 
 
Phil Arkow, Education and Publicity Director 
The Humane Society of the Pikes Peak Region 
633 South 8th Street 
Colorado Springs, Colorado 80901. 
  
By 1973, The Humane Society of the Pikes Peak Region, like so many 
animal shelters across the country, had become quite alarmed at the numbers 
of animals being euthanized each day. The fact that an agency chartered in 
1949 to provide animal relief and rescue had become a humane slaughterhouse, 
killing upwards of 50 animals each day, was appalling to the organization's 
directors, staff, members, and to the public at large. It was becoming 
apparent that the Society’s humane officers had become urban game wardens, 
routinely killing thousands of pets each year so that the rest could survive 
on limited resources. This is similar to the wild animal population control 
device called hunting. Though euthanasia is an effective population control 
measure, emotionally it left much to be desired, and it went against the 
grain of the Society's original purpose. 
In 1973, the Society recognized that it was dealing with a "people" 
problem, rather than an "animal" problem, and that owning a pet is a 
responsibility rather than a right. A three-pronged program was started to 
place the responsibility for the runaway pet population where it belonged: 
with the pet-owning public. The three simultaneous efforts were Animal 
control, Birth control, and Community education – our "ABC's" of responsible 
pet ownership. 
Our broad-based, overview-type approach often earned us the animosity 
of a few vociferous single-issue animal lovers. Portions of the public 
seeking quick and easy answers to a problem of which they may only recently 
have become aware, found the concept of spaying and neutering to be 
simplistically appealing. The Humane Society recognized that while spaying 
and neutering alone may be a partial solution in the short-term, there was a 
need for owner education in all aspects of responsible pet ownership. The 
Society felt that veterinarians, with their community exposure, high 
credibility among their clients, and greater levels of education, could and 
should be a powerful ally, for humane efforts to increase awareness of 
animal-related issues. 
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National and local media campaigns during the early 1970's served to 
heighten public awareness of the overpopulation issue. Given the increased 
awareness and the essentially emotional nature of the problem, it was easier 
for some members of the public to assimilate the concept of pet sterilization 
as being "the" answer rather than being "an" answer. The Humane Society's 
contention was then, and still is, that sterilization alone will not solve 
the problem, for spayed strays are as much of a municipal public health and 
safety nuisance as are intact free-roaming animals, and that without 
widespread education no owners' values can be changed. 
Beginning in the mid-1970's, two different approaches were taken toward 
solution of the problem. First the Humane Society, in cooperation with 
numerous agencies and groups, greatly expanded and improved its Animal 
control, Birth control, and Community education programs. The second approach 
resulted in the opening of two independent spay/neuter clinics. The survival 
of these two clinics after several years indicate that they indeed have met a 
community need ·and are viable additions to solution of the problem. However, 
there has often been considerable rancor between the various parties and 
cooperation has ranged over the years from weak to nonexistent. 
A decade later, it is safe to say that the intake of unwanted animals 
at the shelter has decreased, and that public awareness of the advantages and 
availability of pet sterilization has increased. But whether either pathway, 
or even the combined effects of both, have solved the "surplus" problem, or 
have attacked the root of the real problem -- namely, changing pet owners' 
values to foster a sense of responsible pet ownership and to encourage owners 
to make a lifelong commitment to their wards –- remains to be seen.  
Demographics And Zoographics Of Colorado Springs 
Colorado Springs is an excellent area in which to make studies of pet 
zoographics. First, as the seat of El Paso County and the only metropolitan 
area within the 100-mile gap between Denver and Pueblo, Colorado Springs is 
essentially an "island" in high animal populations can be measured without 
danger of overflow from other jurisdictions. Second, until 1983 the Humane 
Society maintained the only animal shelter in the region. (The second shelter 
served a limited number of animals impounded under county animal control and 
did not emphasize adoptions, it ceased operations after two years). Third, 
the Humane Society performs both humane and animal control functions, thereby 
giving the shelter not only a complete count of all stray and unwanted 
animals, but also a unique entree into vaccination and registration data. And 
fourth, the area is very representative of "Sunbelt," high-tech communities, 
characterized by recent growth, high mobility, and other demographics common 
to much of the West, Southwest and Florida. 
 
 
31 
 
TABLE 1       
Population And Households, El Paso County, Colo., 1970-1984 
YEAR POPULATION HOUSEHOLDS 
 TOTAL HOUSEHOLD GROUP QUARTERS HSLD PERSONS/ 
 POP. POP. MILITARY CIVILIAN  HSLD 
APR.1,1970 235,972 214,261 16,532 5,179 67,581 3.17 
JAN.1,1971 250,670 231,580 14,030 5,060 74,430 3.11 
JAN.1,1972 270,940 249,850 16,140 4,960 82,730 3.02 
JAN.1,1973 285,190 268,550 11,810 4,830 90,050 2.98 
JAN.1,1974 287,570 269,850 13,010 4,710 91,470 2.95 
JAN.1,1975 288,880 271,290 13,000 4,600 93,230 2.91 
JAN.1,1976 292,290 276,050 11,770 4,480 96,180 2.87 
JAN.1,1977 293,580 278,130 11,090 4,360 98,280 2.83 
JAN.1,1978 302,740 287,100 11,400 4,250 102,900 2.79 
JAN.1,1979 307,250 291,450 11,680 4,130 106,370 2.74 
JAN.1,1980 308,940 293,790 11,120 4,040 108,010 2.72 
JAN.1,1981 312,960 295,980 12,930 4,060 109,620 2.70 
JAN.1,1982 318,860 301,550 13,390 3,290 112,940 2.67 
JAN.1,1983 321,630 304,020 13,850 3,770 115,160 2.64 
JAN.1,1984 320,020 310,370 14,010 3,630 119,370 2.60 
SOURCES: Figures for 1970 are from Bureau of the Census. 1970-1984 figures 
are PPACG estimates and are compatible with the 1980 Census county for El 
Paso County, which was 309,424. Figures may not add to totals because of 
rounding. PIKES PEAK COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS.  
 Figures compiled by the Pikes Peak Area Council of Governments (Table 
1) demonstrate the rapid growth rate of 39% which El Paso County has 
experienced in the period 1970-1984. This population surge has continued 
despite fluctuations in military-based residential populations as the 
community has weaned itself away from an economy based primarily on five 
military installations. Of particular note is that the 39% increase in 
population has been compounded by a 76.6% increase in the number of 
house�olds and by an 18% decrease in the number of persons per household. 
While Colorado Springs has boomed with the introduction of several computer-
assembly and other high-tech industries, the community has also felt the 
effects of national economic forces in that increasing numbers of individuals 
and families are unable to afford traditional housing units. Consequently, 
though home-building continues at a healthy pace and remains a major 
industry, more and more new homes are of the condominium, condominium-
converted apartment, or townhouse variety. It will subsequently be shown that 
these living conditions are not conducive to traditional patterns of pet 
ownership. 
The decrease in persons per household tells us several things: first, 
the figure would appear to be consistent with national trends of high divorce 
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rates, nuclear families, and increasing numbers of people deferring or 
deciding against having children, particularly as the post-war "baby boom" 
generation matures and as more women enter the work force. (In fact, despite 
the surge in population over the 1970-84 period, several area schools have 
been closed in recent years due to declining enrollments.) Second, though 
these figures do not show it, the standard of living in El Paso County is 
considerably under many other metropolitan areas, and the "working wife" or 
two-income household is the norm rather than the exception. 
All of these data, then, indicate a situation where the likelihood of a 
household having dogs is declining, while the ownership of cats is 
increasing. At the shelter, we frequently hear people explain that they do 
not want dogs because "no one will be home all day to take care of it," or 
that "it would be unfair to leave it alone in the house all day." It is not 
uncommon to have someone surrender their pet for adoption because they now 
have to work and they think -- humanely, but mistakenly – that the animals 
will not adjust to loneliness. When people do want pets, they frequently ask 
for a "dog that won't grow too big," because they want to keep it indoors or 
�n an apartment, condominium, or townhouse. Also, with couples having fewer 
children, one of the prime, traditional markets for people acquiring pets has 
been sharply curtailed. 
These forces are consistent with the findings of three national surveys 
conducted in the 1970's by Frost & Sullivan, National Family Opinion, Inc., 
and National Analysts. It was reported that "...families with children six 
years of age or older are the primary dog owning group among family units." 
The major factor in acquiring a dog is as a pet for children, while the most 
compelling reason given for not owning a dog is the responsibility of 
ownership. (International Journal for the Study of Animal Problems, 1979) 
But with the breakdown of the traditional family and an increase in job 
and home mobility comes a curious paradox: people become increasingly 
alienated from traditional social anchors and thereby more needy of the type 
of affection and bond which pets can provide. But the mobility and the 
inability of many people to make long-term plans leads to an increase in the 
subsequent rejection of those animals when behavior problems, or changes in 
the owner's job, lifestyle or living arrangement occur. All too often, the 
people who most need a pet find themselves forced to surrender their animal, 
either to a friend, relative, or relation who may, in turn, later recycle the 
pet; or to the Humane Society, where it may or may not be adopted and 
recycled back into the community. Though people want animals, in a culture 
where long-term commitments are increasingly impossible, it is hard for many 
people to assume the 15-year commitment a pet may require.  
Two other curious aspects of the decrease in household size affect pet 
zoographics. More people are considering cats rather than dogs as pets, 
because of the perceived greater independence of cats or of their ability to 
care for themselves over a weekend or while the family is at work. Also, the 
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persons who are still considering dogs are gradually switching from big dogs 
to small dogs. 
 
TABLE 2           
 
Top Ten Dog Breeds, as Measured by American Kennel Club Registration, 
Selected Years 1885-1982 
           
BREED 1885 1895 1905 1915 1925 1935 1948 1964 1975 1982 
           
Eng. setter 1 2 3 7       
Irish setter 2 7         
Irish water setter 3          
Pointer 4 3 5        
Cocker spaniel 5 6 6 8 10 2 1 8 7 2 
Gordon setter 6          
Beagle 7 8 9 4 4 5 2 3 5 8 
Collie 8 4 1 3 5  3 7 10  
Fox Terrier 9 5   7 4     
Dachshund 10     10 6 4 6 9 
St. Bernard  1         
Great Dane  9         
Bull terrier  10 4 10       
Boston terrier   2 1 2 1 5    
Irish terrier   10        
Bulldog   7 5 9      
Airedale terrier   8 2 3      
Pomeranian      9  9   
French bulldog    6       
Pekingese    9 8 6 7 6   
German shepherd     1  10 2 2 5 
Chow     6 7     
Scottish terrier      3     
Eng. springer spaniel     8 8    
Boxer       4    
Chihuahua       9 5   
French poodle        1 1 1 
Bassett hound        10   
Doberman pinscher         4 3 
Miniature schnauzer        8 7 
Labrador retriever         9 4 
Golden retriever          6 
Shetland sheepdog          10 
Source: Life, Jan. 31, 1949, and AKC reports 
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Table 2 shows the rankings of the 10 most popular breeds in America for 
selected years since 1885, according to American Kennel Club registrations. 
The figures reveal the high popularity of large breeds of dogs such as 
Doberman pinschers, Labrador retrievers, German shepherds and golden 
retrievers. Though some breeds have remained consistently popular through the 
years (poodles are now in their 22nd year of top ranking, and the venerable 
collie, beagle, dachshund and cocker spaniel remain ever popular), the newer 
members of the top-10 tend to be large breeds. For example, in 1964, only two 
of the top 10 (German shepherd and collie) were large breeds: eight were 
medium or smaller varieties. But by 1974 the ratio had changed to five large 
(Labrador, Doberman, shepherd, St. Bernard and Irish setter) and five small. 
By 1975 and 1982 this had tapered off slightly to four of the 10 breeds being 
large. Contrast these figures for 1948 (two large breeds), 1940 (one) or 1930 
(three). 
Breed popularities run in cycles, and each year seems to bring an 
onslaught of demand for the latest "in" dog. Currently, golden labrador 
retrievers, chows and pit bulls are in high demand. The demand is especially 
exacerbated in a Western, country-type environment such as Colorado Springs 
with a high percentage of male owners in the 18-30 year age range, for whom 
the definition of status or "macho" image is a pick-up truck with several 
large dogs in back. Huskies, malamutes, St. Bernards, Weimaraners, pointers, 
Irish setters, and St. Bernards are particularly popular in our part of the 
country. 
What has rarely been considered in pet zoographic studies is the impact 
of the size of the dog on dog overpopulation. A look at the puppy kennel in 
virtually any shelter in the country would reveal that puppy populations are 
almost exclusively mixes of large breed dogs. Rarely does a shelter receive a 
cockapoo or a terrier mix and, when these smaller breeds are received, they 
are frequently adopted almost immediately If there is a pet dog "surplus," it 
is exacerbated by the population of large-breed dogs who (a) are not as cute 
when they outgrow puppyhood; (b) are more expensive and difficult to maintain 
when grown; and (c) have larger litters than their smaller counterparts. 
Where a poodle or Lhasa apso may have 3-4 pups per litter, it’s not unusual 
for a St. Bernard or Great Dane to have 9-12. 
There are two references to this phenomenon. Beck noted: 
"Perhaps even more significant than the increase in the dog 
population during the 1960's was the increase in the 
'biomass' of the population, that is, larger dogs became 
more popular ... The registration of the smaller breeds, 
e.g. poodles, beagles and dachshunds, were relatively 
unchanged between 1963 and 1972. However, registration of 
the larger breeds, e.g. German shepherds, Doberman 
pinschers and St. Bernards, increased six- to 12-fold 
during the same time period... Larger dogs also produce 
more waste and tend to inflict more serious bites... The 
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increase in larger dogs is probably the single most 
important reason why cities all over the United States held 
public hearings to review their animal control ordinances 
in the early 1970's." 
 In the study of dogs and cats in Las Vegas, Nassar, Mosier and Williams 
(1984) found similar instances of greater problems with large-breed dogs: 
"At the pound, 24% of dogs were small breeds, 24% medium 
size breeds, and 52% large breeds. In the population, on 
the other hand, 35% were small breeds, 30% were medium size 
breeds, and 35% were large breeds. These figures indicate 
that the majority of dogs that roam may be large breeds."  
We question the use of the term "surplus" to describe the pet 
overpopulation problem, because the word connotes, primarily, unwanted 
puppies for which there are no homes. Theoretically, if new puppies were the 
bulk of the overpopulation problem, the shelter would be inundated with 
newborn animals. However, our shelter has consistently received a constant 
percentage of puppies as measured against the total dog population received. 
Year after year, with and without spay programs, only about 18% of the 
thousands of dogs received are puppies; the other 82% are usually young dogs 
that have outlived their owners' impulses, or outgrown their cuteness, or 
older dogs for which the human/companion animal bond has been broken. 
Interestingly, the proportion of puppies received at the shelter has actually 
increased since the development of community spay/neuter programs, although 
this may be caused by changing animal control enforcement tactics, where 
stray dogs are ticketed if possible, rather than impounded. 
TABLE 3    
Puppies Received at Humane Society Shelter 
as Percentage of Total Dogs Received 
Year Dogs Received Puppies Received Percentage 
1973 14,602 2,624 18.0 
1974 15,072 2,620 17.4 
1975 16,576 2,716 16.4 
1976 15,996 2,863 17.9 
1977 15,280 3,016 19.7 
1978* 14,583 2,278 15.6 
1979 14,220 1,925 13.5 
1980 12,782 2,548 19.9 
1981 11,470 2,459 21.4 
1982 10,996 2,317 21.1 
1983 10,523 2,368 22.5 
MEAN 13,287 2,521 18.5% 
* FY 1978 was a 14-month year. These figures are adjusted to 12/14 of total 
received to keep consistent with other years. 
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These figures, in our opinion, substantiate the argument of Schneider 
(1975) that the "puppy supply-demand is self-regulating in that there is 
normally not a large overproduction of puppies," and that the major group of 
problem animals (i.e., those winding up in shelters) are those who become 
unwanted after becoming household pets. In these cases we feel the animal did 
its part to uphold its end of the bonding bargain, but it was the person who 
violated his or her part of the unspoken agreement. The majority of the dogs 
received at The Humane Society are in the 6-to-18 month age range, 
representing the larger breeds and breed mixes.  
What has only recently been considered in professional discussions is 
the impact of cats in the population dynamics of a community. If more people 
are moving into smaller 1iving quarters, and if more people want an animal 
which can be more self-sufficient during the day while all human parties in 
that household are at work and school, then more people will want cats. 
Unfortunately, few communities in this country have 1aws regarding cat 
control in the legislative process affecting animal control (which is in 
itself often a city's last priority) has not caught up with the realities of 
pet ownership in America. We believe that human demographics play more of a 
part in determining and affecting animal population than do any of the 
measures implemented by animal care and control agencies. However, the 
combined efforts of animal control, birth control and community education 
have resulted in a notable increase in public awareness and may have started 
us on the long road of changing public values vis-a-vis the companion animals 
that share our communities with us. 
What is still unknown is whether the marketing techniques of the for-
profit pet industry -- the breeders, pet shops, accessories dealers, and pet 
food manufacturers -- with their combined marketing strategies, have affected 
public values, or whether this segment of the industry, too, has merely been 
a response to public attitudes. 
The "No-Deposit/No-Return Puppy” 
It has been variously estimated that 15% of the owned dog population 
and 25% of the owned cat population leave the household annually (Schneider 
1975) and that 16-20% of the dogs in a community pass through the shelter 
over the course of a year (Nassar an Mosier 1980 ; Quisenberry and Clapp 
1983). In an extremely high-mobility community such as Colorado Springs, the 
high turnover of human populations exacerbates these estimates. Table 4 shows 
the Components of Population Change for El Paso County from 1970-1983. 
Currently, local population growth is running at an average annual rate of 
1.6%. During the 1970-80 time span it averaged 2.8% per year, and in the 
years immediately before 1970 it was considerably higher, with soldiers and 
airmen bound for and returning from Vietnam. Military personnel are also 
retiring to the area, contributing to substantial population growth. 
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TABLE 4 
     
Components of Population Change, El Paso County 1970-1983 
YEAR END OF YEAR 
POPULATION 
CHANGE BIRTHS DEATHS NET 
MIGRATION 
1970 250,670 21,120 5,445 1,425 17,100 
1971 270,840 20,270 5,595 1,497 16,172 
1972 285,190 14,250 5,454 1,583 10,379 
1973 287,570 2,380 5,807 1,634 -1,793 
1974 288,880 1,310 5,729 1,563 -2,856 
1975 292,290 3,410 5,837 1,574 -853 
1976 293,580 1,290 5,706 1,607 -2,809 
1977 302,740 9,160 5,387 1,513 5,286 
1978 307,250 4,510 5,632 1,650 528 
1979 308,940 1,690 5,732 1,702 -2,340 
1980 312,959 4,019 5,805 1,707 -79 
1981 318,857 5,898 6,259 1,753 1,392 
1982 321,633 2,776 6,482 1,771 -1,935 
1983 328.015 6,382 6,357 1,762 1,787 
SOURCE: Births and deaths are from the Colorado Department of Health. Figures 
for 1983 are estimates subject to revisions. Net migration was calculated as 
a residual. Population figures are PPACG estimates and are for December 31st 
of each year. PIKES PEAK AREA COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS. 
 
The ratios of pets:people and pets:households have been estimated by 
various methods. In Las Vegas, Nevada, it was estimated that 46% of the 
households had dogs with an average of 1.49 dogs per household for those 
households with dogs; for cats, the figures were 22% and 1.61. It was 
estimated the ratio of pets to people was 1:3.92 for dogs and 1:7.74 for cats 
(Nassar, Mosier and Williams 1984). In Manhattan, Kansas, it was estimated 
that the ratio of dogs to people was 1:4.14 (Nassar and Mosier 1980). A 
survey of Alameda and Contra Costa counties, California, estimated the ratio 
at 1:7.3 for dogs and 1:10.8 for cats, with dogs present in 35.8% of 
household and cats in 21.3% (Schneider and Vaida 1975). Beck found estimates 
of dog ownership ranging from 37% to 51% of all households, depending on 
neighborhood influences (Beck 1973). Recently, Rowan estimated figures for 
Massachusetts and the Northeastern states as 36.4% of households owning dogs 
and 25.2% owning cats, with 1.33 dogs and 1.78 cats per household for those 
owning animals (Rowan 1984). Three national surveys have attempted to 
determine the percentage of households owning pets and numbers of pets per 
38 
 
pet-owning household on a nationwide scale. These figures are presented in 
Table 5. 
TABLE 5 
     
National Estimates of Pet Population 
Year of 
Survey 
Percent of 
households 
with dogs 
No. of dogs 
per 
household 
Percent of 
cats per 
household 
No. of cats 
per 
household Source 
      
1971 38 1.4 22.6 1.7 Beck 1974a, 
Beck 1974b, 
Beck 1976 
1975 43 1.416 22 1.579 Wilbur 1976 
1983 42.5 1.54 28.4 2.18 Dow 1984 
 
Unfortunately, there are few areas such as Sedgwick County, Kansas, 
where animal population censuses are required and are included annually with 
the assessor's office property survey. We desperately need more accurate 
data. In the absence of such precise figure, we are forced to take the three 
national estimates of pets per household in Table 5, and interpolate constant 
growth or decline rates for the intervening years. Using these estimates, we 
project the El Paso County pet population for 1971-1983 as follows: 
TABLE 6        
Dog and Cat Population Estimates, El Paso County, Colorado 1971-1983 
Year % 
hslds. 
owning 
dogs  
# of 
dogs/ 
hslds. 
% of 
hshlds. 
owning 
cats 
# of 
cats/ 
hslds. 
# of 
hslds. 
Est. 
dog 
pop. 
Est. 
cat 
pop. 
Total 
est. 
dog & 
cat 
pop. 
1971 38.0 1.4 22.6 1.7 82,730 44,012 31,785 75,797 
1972 39.25 1.404 22.45 1.669 90,050 49,624 33,741 83,365 
1973 40.5 1.408 22.3 1.639 91,470 52,160 33,432 85,592 
1974 41.75 1.412 22.15 1.609 93,230 54,960 33,227 88,187 
1975 43.0 1.416 22.0 1.579 96,180 58,562 33,411 91,973 
1976 42.937 1.431 22.8 1.654 98,280 60,386 37,063 97,449 
1977 42.875 1.447 23.6 1.729 102,900 63,839 41,988 105,827 
1978 42.812 1.462 24.4 1.804 106,370 66,578 46,822 113,400 
1979 42.75 1.478 25.2 1.879 108,010 68,246 51,144 119,390 
1980 42.687 1.493 26.0 1.955 109,620 69,863 55,720 125,583 
1981 42.625 1.509 26.8 2.029 112,940 72,644 61,414 134,058 
1982 42.562 1.524 27.6 2.105 115,160 74,698 66,906 141,604 
1983 42.5 1.54 28.4 2.18 119,370 78,128 73,904 152,032 
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If these estimates are accurate, then we also find that the Humane 
Society animal shelter receives a considerable percentage of the local pet 
population annually, consistent with the estimates made by Schneider, Nassar 
and Mosier, and Quisenberry and Clapp cited above. The estimates in Table 7 
are further exacerbated by two conditions (1) dog control laws extended only 
throughout part of El Paso County; and (2) cat control is very limited in the 
City of Colorado Springs and non-existent in El Paso County. 
TABLE 7 
     
Dogs and Cats Received at Shelter as Percentage of Total County 
Dog and Cat Population, 1971-1983 
       
Year 
Estimated 
Dog 
Population 
Dogs 
Received Percentage 
Estimated 
Cat 
Population 
Cats 
Received Percentage 
1971 44,102 10,613 24.1 31,785 6,000 18.9 
1972 49,624 12,940 26.1 33,741 6,309 18.7 
1973 52,160 14,602 28.0 33,432 6,063 18.1 
1974 54,960 15,072 27.4 33,227 5,444 16.4 
1975 58,562 16,576 28.3 33,411 6,345 19.0 
1976 60,386 15,996 26.5 37,063 6,675 18.0 
1977 63,839 15,280 23.9 41,988 6,341 15.1 
1978 66,578 14,583 21.9 46,822 5,860 12.5 
1979 68,246 14,220 20.8 51,144 6,122 12.0 
1980 69,863 12,782 18.3 55,720 5,663 10.2 
1981 72,644 11,470 15.8 61,414 5,126 8.3 
1982 74,698 10,996 14.7 66,906 5,462 8.2 
1983 78,128 10,523 13.5 73,904 5,935 8.0 
       
MEAN 
  
22.25   14.1 
       
* FY 1978 was a 14-month year. These figures are adjusted to 12/14 of the 
total received for consistency with other years. 
 
According to a number of surveys, the number of animals recycled back 
into a community from the shelter is minimal, causing us to question the 
efficacy of shelter-generated spay-neuter programs. Rowan (1984) estimated 
the dog and cat population of Massachusetts to be 1,893,750 of which 450,000 
would pass through shelters annually and 80% of those would be euthanized; 
thus, only 90,000 dogs and cats, or 4.8% of the total, are returned back to 
the community. Dow (1982) found that, nationally, only 10.5% of the dogs 
surrendered to a shelter had been acquired from a shelter: the overwhelming 
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majority of unwanted animals had been acquired from friends or neighbors 
(46.8%). (For Colorado Springs, the figures were 10% and 58%, respectively). 
Interestingly, Dow also found that 68.1% of the unwanted animals had been 
acquired free of charge. There appears to be a direct correlation between 
cost of an animal and the degree of commitment to the pet (Arkow and Dow 
1984). In all cities surveyed the overwhelming majority of unwanted animals 
came from friends, neighbors, family hand-me-downs, or advertisements in 
newspapers -- not from breeders, kennels, shelters, or pet shops. Similar 
findings were noted in the Las Vegas survey (Nassar, Mosier and Williams 
1984): 
"Dogs acquired from breeders and pet shops were represented 
with considerably less frequency in the pound 
(significantly less than their representation in the 
population). This may imply that they did not roam as much 
as dogs from other sources. Dogs born at home or acquired 
from the pound were represented at the pound at a much 
higher frequency than their representation in the 
population, implying that these dogs were allowed to roam 
more often than others. Approximately 15% of the dog and 
cat pet population were handled at the pound per year. 
There is evidence that a majority of roaming dogs and cats 
are owned animals." 
As is the case in other communities, the impact made by shelter animals 
on the dog and cat population as a whole is minimal in El Paso County. Table 
8 shows the number of dogs and cats released back out into the community: 
TABLE 8       
Animal Adoptions as Percentage of Pets In El Paso County, 1971-1983 
Year Est. # of dogs % Est. # of cats % 
1971 44,012 1,821 4.1 31,785 579 1.8 
1972 49,624 2,275 4.6 33,741 681 2.0 
1973 52,160 2,682 5.1 33,432 844 2.5 
1974 54,960 2,946 5.4 33,227 939 2.8 
1975 58,562 3,212 5.5 33,411 996 3.0 
1976 60,386 2,545 4.2 37,063 808 2.2 
1977 63,839 2,429 3.8 41,988 838 2.0 
1978 66,578  2,337* 3.5 46,822  978* 2.1 
1979 68,246 2,436 3.6 51,144 1,007 2.0 
1980 69,863 2,641 3.8 55,720 1,102 2.0 
1981 72,644 2,168 3.0 61,414 864 1.4 
1982 74,698 1,956 2.6 66,906 829 1.2 
1983 78,128 1,961 2.5 73,904  1,107 1.5 
       
Mean   3.98   2.04 
       
*FY 1978 was a 14-month year. These figures have been adjusted to 12/14 of 
the total adopted for consistency with other years. 
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Table 8 shows that approximately 4% of the El Paso County dog 
population and 2% of the cat population has been adopted from the shelter. 
(An equal number of other dogs and cats have passed through the shelter as 
strays and been reclaimed by their owners, but the Humane Society has no 
jurisdiction over these animals for compliance with mandatory spay/neuter 
requirements.) 
Thus, we are forced to conclude that there is an extremely high 
mobility and turnover among our community's human and pet populations -- even 
before we or the spay clinics can begin to affect either population counts or 
owners' value systems. Two significant examples of this mobility are the 
following figures: 
1. Of the 28,000 dog licenses issued annually in the City of Colorado 
Springs, approximately 40% (11,200), will be invalid for content 
next year, because either the dog has gone to a new home, the owners 
have moved, or due to normal mortality.   
 
2. The high percentage of military-based families in our area may 
contribute to the big turnover of pets and exacerbate the extant 
conditions of pet disposability. In a unique study of the impact of 
pets in the lives of military families, Catanzaro (1984) found 
family attitudes towards pets similar to those in civilian 
populations, but that 28.0% of these military families would not 
take their pets with them if they were transferred domestically, and 
50.7% would not if transferred overseas. 
Impact of Sterilization 
With increasing awareness and concern in the 1970's over pet euthanasia 
rates, and under pressure from several individuals and animal welfare 
organizations, the Humane Society began exploring the feasibility of 
implementing a more widespread spay /neuter program. At that time, the 
Society required all female dogs and cats adopted from the shelter to be 
spayed; a deposit was paid at the time of adoption, which was then applied 
toward the total cost of the surgery performed by any veterinarian in the 
Pikes Peak Region. This approach encouraged female spaying and the 
development of client-practitioner relationships within the community. 
However, it had the unfortunate side-effect of dooming a high percentage of 
female dogs and cats to death at the shelter ; some 82% of the dogs and 75% 
of the cats adopted were males, as people sought to avoid the higher-priced 
females. 
In 1974, he Colorado Springs Area Veterinary Society, continuing and 
formalizing its long-standing and excellent working relationship with the 
Humane Society, initiated a low-cost spay/neuter program for shelter animals. 
The veterinarians offered a proposal to perform low-cost sterilizations for 
all dogs and cats adopted from the shelter (see appendix A). The proposal was 
unanimously approved and accepted by the Humane Society. Though the fees and 
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rates have increased slightly over the years due to inflation, the Proposal 
still serves as the framework by which all area veterinarians and the Humane 
Society continue their unique and effective cooperative relationship. Our 
Humane Society has always enjoyed a fine working relationship with virtually 
all area veterinarians, and we are proud to say that we do not have "a 
veterinarian" at the shelter, but rather we have 71 veterinarians, all 
serving the shelter, all placed strategically throughout the community where 
they are (a) close-at-hand for our field emergencies ; and (b) close-at-hand 
to their future clients, able to develop the long-term client-practitioner 
relationship that furthers the cause of humane animal care, veterinary 
treatment, and pet owner education. 
Two precursor conditions to the 1974 Proposal should be noted: 
1.  In 1973, the Humane Society conducted a survey of the 3.5 veterinarians 
then in the area to determine a baseline of how many sterilizations were 
being performed annually by private practitioners, without the existence of a 
spay clinic. Though estimates were rough, it was estimated that, at that 
time, some 6,000 dog and cats per year were already being sterilized and 
taken out of the breeding pool in Colorado Springs. To the best of our 
knowledge, no spay/neuter study, even in those communities with municipal 
spay clinics, has ever demonstrated a net increase in sterilizations above 
and beyond the baseline normally performed by private veterinary 
practitioner. As Schneider (1975) noted: 
“Before the concern for 'overproduction' was publicized, 
owners were voluntarily neutering bitches and queens at 
record proportions and still the 'overproduction' 
occurred...The concept that lower income owners in our 
society are indeed, because it is their pets that are the 
major source of excess productivity, may be a myth...The 
overwhelming ownership of dogs and productivity of puppies 
in these counties are in the hands of persons whose income 
is relatively high...In effect, clinic neutering programs 
will be doing mostly replacement animals for the middle 
class owner, and thus, probably will not have a major 
effect on the proportions neutered in the total 
populations." 
It is our contention that the presence of spay clinics, and awareness of 
these clinics primarily through word-of-mouth advertising, has resulted in a 
notable increased acceptance in public of the advantages of pet sterilization 
and some increase in the total number of animals sterilized. However, the 
degree of this increase is impossible to ascertain due to unavailability of 
accurate data. Organizations conducting spay clinics are undoubtedly 
experiencing a boost to their image and public relations position, but 
whether the clinics are responsible for what many have noted to be a trend in 
reduced shelter intake remains to be seen. 
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2.  For a year prior to the implementation of the 1974 discount program, 
all Colorado Springs area veterinarians participated in a program of free pet 
sterilizations. "Program 200" provided 200 free surgeries to any pet owner 
who was on welfare (i.e., was truly needy). This program was discontinued due 
to lack of participation. This phenomenon appears to be consistent with 
Schneider's observations (above) as well as with results of the 1971 Market 
Research Corporation of America and 1975 National Analysts surveys 
(International City Management Association 1976). These surveys found a 
direct correlation with household income and the rate of pet ownership, with 
only 25% of families under $5,000 annual income owning dogs, compared with 
45% for families earning $15,000 and over. 
Following the acceptance of the Proposal, the Humane Society's 
spay/neuter program was expanded, and in 1981 we required that male dogs and 
cats be included in the mandatory sterilization requirement. Again, low-cost 
rates were made available at the veterinarian of the owner's choice. 
Meanwhile, in 1977 the first of two specialized, maverick spay clinics 
opened in Colorado Springs. That clinic has refused to release figures as to 
how many animals have been sterilized throughout its existence except to say 
"over 20,000." A second clinic, opening in April, 1982, provided the 
following figures for the period of April 15, 1982 - March 15, 1984: 
 
Male cats: 760 Male dogs: 456  
Female cats: 675 Female dogs: 602  
TOTAL DOGS: 1,435 TOTAL DOGS: 1,058  
       
TOTAL: 2,493      
 
The Humane Society has succeeded in spaying or neutering approximately 
66% of the dogs and cats adopted since the low-cost spay/neuter program was 
implemented. (Of the other 34%, approximately 16% are returned to the shelter 
for a variety of reasons before the surgery is performed ; the other 18% are 
either relocated out-of-town or out-of-state, or surgery is never performed 
despite the Society's efforts to contact the owners. In these cases, the pre-
paid deposit is forfeited and applied to other animal welfare needs.) 
Unfortunately, we are unable to determine the number or percentage of 
dogs and cats in the Colorado Springs area that are sterilized. This is some 
data from other cities. The Las Vegas study (Nassar, Mosier and Williams 
1984) found the following figures: 
Percentage of Dogs and Cats in Las Vegas That Are Sterilized 
Male cats: 78.95%  Male dogs: 26.49% 
Female cats: 85.7%  Females dogs: 77.22% 
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Nassar, Mosier and Williams also found that of the unspayed females, 
only 17% of the dogs and 6% of the cats reproduce. In the Manhattan, Kansas 
study (Nassar and Mosier 1980), it was found that 66% of the female dogs in 
that city were spayed. In Colorado Springs, between 55-60% of the 2,800 
licensed dogs are spayed or neutered. 
Changes in Animal Shelter Programs 
As with many shelters, there have been several programmatic changes 
over the last 13 years, all of which may deeply impact these figures, so that 
the sterilization question is not the only variable at work. For example, the 
raising of the pre-payment fee for spaying and neutering -- even though the 
surgery was being performed at a discount -- raised significantly the outlay 
involved at the time of adoption, to the point where adoptions at the shelter 
have consistently declined. The recent emergence of a loose non-sheltered 
network of "pet-saver" foster homes may also be a factor. Even the 
implementation of credit card procedures to "Charge-A-Dog" have not stayed 
the downward trend. Similarly, in 1975 and again in 1984 dog license fees 
were increased which also added to the initial outlay involved among would-be 
adopters. These fees have involved both the city and county adding their 
support for pet sterilization, with a licensing differential to encourage 
spaying and neutering. In 1975 the City of Colorado Springs implemented 
differential dog license rates of $4 and $12, and El Paso County followed 
suit the following year. In 1984 the city rates were increase to $5 and $15. 
But even with an $8 or $10 rebate coming back to the adaptor upon completion 
of his or her contractual agreement to sterilize the pet, many potential 
adopters walk out the door rather than pay $56 or $66 for an animal, and many 
others renege on the terms of their agreement. 
As stated earlier, the 1981 change requiring males as well as females 
to be sterilized up an adoption (or when reaching six months of age) had the 
effect of balancing the male-to-female ratio of pets adopted. At one point 
prior to that policy change, the Society calculated the relative merits of 
mandatory-vs.-optional sterilization during Fiscal Year 1976, with the low-
cost program mandatory for females and optional for males, the following 
animals were adopted and sterilized: 
 
 Adopted Male Percent Female Percent 
DOGS: 2,545 2,087 82.0 458 18.0 
Taking advantage of 
low-cost program 
 77 3.7 305 67.0 
CATS: 808 607 75.0 201 25.0 
Taking advantage of 
low-cost program 
 42 6.9 134 67.0 
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Other programmatic changes have had effects on the shelter's animal 
population. In 1982 the Humane Society lost its animal control contract with 
El Paso County, and in 1983 lost the county housing contract (while still 
retaining the contract with the City of Colorado Springs), thereby reducing 
by approximately 1,000 the number of dogs brought in annually. In 1980, the 
enforcement division began a program emphasizing issuing citations to animal 
control violators, rather than impound an animal ; this approach is more 
cost-effective to the shelter and have a greater impact upon the owner, as it 
serves as a form of education and tends to punish the owner rather than the 
animal. This approach is necessary because, in 1983, only 25.9% of the stray 
dogs and 5.2% of the stray cats impounded were reclaimed by their owners. The 
rest of the owners simply didn't care. (Incidentally, the comparable figures 
for Las Vegas were 20.4% for dogs and 7% for cats.) 
Finally, in 1973 the Humane Society began a widespread community 
awareness program with complete school and media exposure and a high profile-
high image campaign, which continues to this day. As with the other 
components of the three-pronged approach, the results of the Community 
education program are difficult to ascertain and long-term results are the 
objective. It is hoped that the cumulative effects of Animal control, Birth 
control, and Community education will be to increase owner awareness of, and 
especially commitment to, the 150,000 + animals who share our community with 
us. 
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Recommendations 
1. Since the trend toward cat ownership appears heading for a long-term 
increase, the City of Colorado Springs, and other municipalities nationwide, 
should begin cat regulation and registration system to provide more accurate 
data and to prevent predictable public health and safety nuisances before 
they occur. 
 
2. Data regarding animal populations should be included in local and national 
censuses and other information-gathering networks. However, it should be 
noted that the U.S. Census Bureau categorically rejected our requests, 
beginning in 1976, to have such data included in the 1980 Census. 
 
3. More accurate data than has heretofore been assembled should be available 
through the marketing departments of the pet food manufacturers, who make 
annual tallies of the quantities and types of pet food sold in the U.S. These 
indicators should be as good as any in ascertaining the types and sizes of 
pet dogs and cats kept in American households, and the influences of economic 
conditions on pet ownership. Conferences such as this should include 
representatives of the pet food, pet shop, and pet supply industries. 
 
4. A full marketing study is needed to determine not only the number of pets 
that are sterilized, but also why the decision is made to have the surgery 
performed. Data in this crucial area are lacking. For example, one study 
found that the decision to spay the family pet is made by the housewife in 
71% of all cases. The main reasons cited were convenience: 41% did not want 
male dogs "hanging around," 21% wanted to avoid soiling, and 7% cited 
miscellaneous reasons. Only 31% cited pregnancy prevention. Unfortunately, 
the survey did not cover neutering of male pets or determine what percentage 
of owners spayed their pets because of pet overpopulation publicity (American 
Humane Association 1978). Said AHA Field Consultant J.J. Shaffer, "Humane 
society programs that urge spaying seem more likely to achieve success by 
stressing convenience to the owner first and litter prevention second." 
 
5. More research is needed into the feasibility of enacting, implementing, 
and enforcing breeding permit laws as an animal control adjunct to other 
population control means. 
 
6. More research is needed into the economic factors affecting animal 
shelters the law of supply and demand impacts shelter populations. For 
example, fewer animals coming in does not appear to increase the percentage 
of adoptions. It would appear that fewer animals coming in results in less of 
a selection for would-be adopters to choose from. 
 
7. A combined national effort should be made to encourage the keeping of 
smaller animals as pets. These animals are not only less likely to add to pet 
overpopulation, but are less likely to be animal control nuisances. The 
efforts of such marketing groups as the Pets Are Wonderful Council should be 
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redirected into campaigns such as, "Pets are wonderful, but smaller pets are 
even more wonderful.” Perhaps this could be called a "Small Wonder" campaign. 
 
8. All parties involved should discontinue any internecine fighting and 
concentrate their efforts on a combined attack against the true enemy: the 
irresponsible pet owner. When 75% of our stray dogs and 95% of our stray cats 
are not reclaimed by their owners, out of ignorance or apathy, a truly 
shameless condition exists in our country. 
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Appendix A. 
PROPOSAL PRESENTED BY THE COLORADO SPRINGS VETERINARY MEDICAL ASSOCIATION 
We of the Colorado Springs Veterinary Medical Society realize that the 
humane organizations of the region are in need of low cost surgical 
sterilization of pet animals to maintain control of the population problem, 
but at the same time encourage placement of these animals. In addition, they 
need coordinated medical capabilities to meet their emergency needs, maintain 
the general health of the animals in their shelters, and to aid in the 
healthy transition of those animals placed in new homes. 
It is our feeling that, in a spirit of cooperation, our organization 
can provide these services at a lower total cost with better overall results 
than those attained through the establishment of a separate facility 
subsidized by the humane society and/or the tax payers. 
We would propose the following as a six month trial plan to evaluate 
its feasibility and effectiveness in accomplishing the desired goals of all 
parties concerned. As the end of this trial period, it would be reviewed on 
the basis of cost and merit by both the Humane Society and Veterinary Medical 
Society of the region for acceptance of rejection on that basis. 
(1) We would provide emergency out of hours medical attention for 
$ 16.00 and regular hour service for $6.00 on animals presented 
by or through this humane society. These costs would be fixed 
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with regard to all services provided on a particular animal, and 
would include all drugs and materials and professional time 
necessary to either treat the animal, or render emergency 
measures such that the animal's condition would be stabilized and 
rendered free of pain. There would be no additional work 
performed or expense incurred until such time as the Humane 
Society or owner were contacted and the case discussed with 
regard to prognosis and total expense entailed in proceeding. 
There would be a $2.00 per day boarding charge while waiting on 
these decisions. 
We would provide a roster of veterinary hospitals on call to the 
Humane Society for each day of the month ; and this would be set 
up in such a fashion that there would be no difficulty in getting 
necessary emergency attention when needed. 
(2) We would continue to provide a free office call to evaluate 
all adopted animals from the shelter and consult with the new 
owner as to proper care and needs of the animal. 
(3) We would continue to provide a $2.00 donation to the Humane 
Society on each rabies vaccination administered with their 
certificate. 
(4) We would provide free of charge veterinary consultation with 
regard to general health and management problems occurring within 
the shelter itself as requested by the responsible parties of the 
Humane Society. 
(5) We would provide surgical sterilization of all adopted 
animals from the shelter as follows: 
Dog spays........ $25.00 
Cat spays........ $20.00 
Dog castrations.. $15.00 
Cat castrations.. .$7.50 
 
Considering the necessary professional time, hospitalization, 
equipment, packs, and general overhead ; these figures closely 
reflect actual costs to perform these procedures within the 
standards of quality which we demand. Consequently, there would 
be no donation to the Humane Society on these services. 
(6) We would allow responsible members of the Humane Society to 
propose true hardship cases to our Committee on Welfare for 
consideration in qualifying for additional cost reduction for 
necessary services. 
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In the interest of organization and authenticity, we would provide 
these services as stated to the Humane Society of the Pikes Peak Region 
exclusively. The surgical procedures would be provided for animals adopted 
from the shelter and presented by the new owner with official certificate. 
We would extend these same services to other humane organizations based 
on the approval of the Humane Society of the Pikes Peak Region as authorized 
by the issuance of an official certificate through their office. We would 
depend heavily on the Humane Society of Pikes Peak Region to authorize, 
monitor, and follow up on these cases to insure the spirit of the proposal is 
not misused by individuals not associated with established, recognized, 
humane animal organizations. 
The acceptance of this proposal, even on a trial basis, would preclude 
the Humane Society of the Pikes Peak Region and other humane organizations 
participating and receiving the benefits of said proposal from continuing in 
the promotion of a subsidized spay-neuter clinic and/or using this issue in 
"open house" or fund raising activities for the purpose of stirring public 
interests and sentiments in this regard. 
The acceptance of this proposal, even on a trial basis, would indicate 
a spirit of cooperation between the Humane Society of the Pikes Peak Region 
and the Veterinary Medical Society of Colorado Springs. In this regard we 
would encourage, and in fact insist upon jointly approved press releases with 
regard to issues having a direct bearing on either party. 
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ANIMAL CONTROL IN FULTON COUNTY 
 
William Garrett 
Atlanta Humane Society 
981 Howell Mill Road 
Atlanta, GA 30318 
 
Our animal control personnel in Fulton County are running a successful 
program. We serve a stable population of approximately 600,000 people based 
on the 1980 census and updated projections. Our area encompasses some 225,000 
households. Of those, approximately 143,000 are single family dwellings, 
75,000 are of the multiple family variety and some 7,000 fall into other 
categories. Geographically, the area consists of 50% urban, 40% suburban and 
about 10% rural. Which is relatively little "true" rural land consisting of 
agriculture or open woodlands. The county is approximately 75 miles in length 
and varies from 2 to 35 miles in width and has become almost completely 
urban. 
Fulton County is located in the piedmont region of north central 
Georgia and has a temperate climate averaging about 64° year round. Such 
agreeable weather conditions have little or no effect on the domestic dog and 
cat population which has stabilized at around 110,000 animals. This estimate 
uses the State of Georgia estimate of 1 pet per 5 people. 
Income levels in our area are generally lower than the national 
average. This is offset somewhat by a lower cost of living and an employment 
level which is above the national average. 
Our program operates from two shelters, one of which is the Atlanta 
Humane Society Shelter. It was chartered in 1873 and the present facilities 
were built in 1930. The second shelter was built in 1981 and was designed 
specifically to handle all animal control functions. It contains the usual 
runs, special quarantine section and has adequate administrative office 
space. Through these facilities, we handled 17,000 dogs and 8,500 cats in 
1983. This is considerable reduction from 1974 when we handled over 50,000 
animals. Of the 1983 figures, some 27% of the animals were adopted and 10% 
were reclaimed by their owners. 
We use another method of measurement that seems gruesome but also 
illustrates positive results, In 1974, the City of Atlanta was removing 23 
tons of dead animals monthly from the city streets. Using 25 pounds as an 
average weight per animal, this represents about 1,840 animals per month or 
22,000 animals per year. In 1983 this figure has dropped to 2.7 tons per 
month or 2,496 animals per year.  
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Success has been the result of implementing other people's ideas, 
theories and programs and the development of a co-operative program involving 
the City, County, Health Department and Humane Society. The two main topics 
to be resolved were funding and legislation. Funding has always been a 
problem. The cities and the county were paying the Society less money in 1979 
for animal control services than they were spending themselves in 1974. Also, 
during the worst 5 years of inflation, there was zero growth in the animal 
control budget. In 1984, the budget is $994,000, all of which goes to animal 
control programs. 
We have attempted to develop a workable, enforceable and standard 
ordinance. The county and cities have now passed standard ordinances 
encompassing 90% of all items requested and are specific in several 
categories. For example, "Restraint" and "Under Control" are used in our 
animal control ordinances which read "A dog must be confined to the owners 
property by leash, fence or chain" and when off the property must be on a 
leash not more than 6 feet long and accompanied by a person not less than 15 
years of age. All animals not under these conditions are in violation whether 
on public or private property. This gives us a "Hot Pursuit" law that does 
not stop us from going onto private property. 
All violations of our ordinance, except cruelty and quarantine 
violations, can be handled via citations. Power to cite to court is essential 
to a successful program as is cooperation from the judicial system. The 
latter proved to be our most difficult task. 
When we first began issuing citations in 1974, we brought offenders to 
court but the judges threw our cases out and ridiculed our officers. In 
response, offenders were brought back repeatedly with the addition of 
witnesses and the complainants themselves. Judges and prosecutors were spoken 
to privately and shown magazine articles, studies and papers describing 
animal related problems and their solutions. 
Ten years later we now have specific days and specific courts to hear 
our cases. There is a city judge who routinely fines first offenders $200.00 
but will suspend it upon proof of fence and dog run construction 
expenditures. The courts have now recognized that people are tired of free 
roaming dogs and cats. Court support, however proved essential in dealing 
with the problem.  
In summary, I would like to repeat that all the ingredients for a 
successful program have been established. Many learned men and women have 
devised theories, practices and procedures and they are readily available, 
and they will work. The greatest obstacles to overcome are the elected and 
appointed officials. If they are the serious and willing to fund an animal 
control operation, they can have a successful one. 
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ACTIVITY REPORT 
ANNUAL 1983 
Shelter Operations – Animal Control Services 
 
Dog Cat Other Total 
Animals impounded 11,875 1,541 415 13,831 
Reclaimed/adopted 1,826 44 43 1,913 
Released to AHS 1,062 216 25 1,303 
Released to wild -0- -0- 116 116 
Euthanized 8,784 1,209 176 10,169 
Other 377 104 57 538 
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COMPREHENSIVE ANIMAL CONTROL 
 
Jack Homes 
British Columbia Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals (BCSPCA) 
1205 East Seventh Avenue 
Vancouver, BC V5T 1R1, Canada 
 
The Vancouver Regional Branch of the B.C.S.P.C.A. operates eight Animal 
Control Facilities and an Animal Clinic in the Greater Vancouver Area. The 
area of operation embraces 558.58 square miles, with a total human population 
of approximately 1.l million and an estimated cat and dog population of 
400,000 to 500,000. The Branch is directly concerned with animal control in 
fourteen municipalities and also assists indirectly with dog control in a 
further five. 
In 1974 the Executive Committee of the Vancouver Regional Branch of the 
B.C.S.P.C.A. began investigating factors that influence the pet population. 
Specific attention was given to the changing sociological environment of the 
area as well as techniques for the control of the pet population and its 
growth. Some of the sociological problems found in the survey were as 
follows. Massive increases in multi-unit dwellings such as condominiums and 
apartment blocks had changed the living space available for both humans and 
animals. In addition, the actual role of the dog in society had changed in 
many instances. People were choosing larger dogs to fulfill the role of both 
pet and guard dog. Dog sizes increased over five years from 22.4 pounds to 
51.8 pounds, 
The pet statistics had changed drastically during the same five year 
period. The dog population doubled, as did the number of dogs being 
impounded. The ratio of dogs claimed to dogs impounded in the past three 
years deteriorated from 47 percent to 27 percent in some areas. The 
uncontrolled growth of the feline population resulted in the destruction of 
six hundred and seventy five cats in one day in 1976, Unneutered male dogs, 
which were responsible for 81 percent of aggressive attacks or bitings and 
nearly 100 percent of sheep killings, were also a major problem. 
Regulating authorities attempted to improve animal control by 
instituting impoundment fees and a license differential to encourage 
sterilization. These initiatives, however, were not sufficient in that they 
did not affect the root problem, irresponsible pet ownership. In response, 
the Vancouver Regional developed Operation Tattoo. 
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Control Of The Pet Population - Operation Tattoo 
Operation Tattoo hoped to solve one of the basic problems in effective 
dog control - namely, the inability to establish positive ownership of a dog 
running at large. Studies indicated that 72 percent of all dogs entering the 
jurisdiction of the Vancouver Regional Branch do not wear any form of 
identification. The percentage of injured but unidentifiable dogs is in 
excess of 80 percent. 
The S.P.C.A. and Pound Operations receive thousands of calls from dog 
owners who have lost their dogs. The descriptions of the lost dogs are often 
vague, inaccurate and demonstrate the public's ignorance of the various types 
of breeds. It is almost impossible to match these vague descriptions to the 
dogs held in different pounds.  
The problem of identification could be solved if all dogs are tattooed 
with an identification number which is kept in a master file for British 
Columbia, Tattooing has usually been regularly used only for pedigree dogs 
but modern living and sociological conditions now dictate that this method be 
extended to all dogs, The question now is whether this concept is acceptable 
to the p et owner and the regulating authority. 
Responsible dog owners have accepted Operation Tattoo and, to date, 
approximately 16,000 animals have been tattooed. The benefits of tattooing 
include the fact that a lost dog can be returned immediately rather than 
spending time in a holding facility with exposure to disease and stress; the 
fact that owners can be quickly notified of injured or dead animals; and the 
fact that dog napping is reduced.  
The advantages of the program to the regulating authorities are 
considerable. A tattooed animal can be positively identified as being the 
same dog that was picked up before, thereby enabling the identification of 
irresponsible owners. Secondly, the number of animals that are left in 
shelters to be destroyed will be reduced because the owner, with ownership 
established, must pay the impounding fee. Finally, the program provides for 
immediate and quicker return of animals and thus maximizes the use of the 
pound staff. Many man hours will be saved as fewer dogs will have to be 
admitted in, fed and housed, then subsequently released.  
The institution of Operation Tattoo in the District of North Vancouver 
in 1974 has produced positive results. The proportion of animals claimed 
increased from 32 percent in 1974 to 78 percent in 1980. This produced more 
revenue and improved the financial situation. According to new regulations, 
all animals leaving the shelter be tattooed and neutered. In addition, some 
members of the Vancouver Veterinary Academy have agreed to tattoo dogs during 
elective surgery and forward the records to the Branch. Members of the public 
who own registered dogs may have their animals on file for a fee of $3.00. 
There are no charges for animals owned by blind persons as "seeing eye" dogs.  
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The Branch is also trying to make licensing and tattooing of guard or 
"attack" dogs mandatory. 
There has been a remarkable increase in more responsible dog owners in 
those municipalities that have adopted Operation Tattoo, In the District of 
North Vancouver the proportion of animals claimed increased from 32 percent 
in 1974 to 78% in 1980. In the majority of cases, the ratio of dogs claimed 
to those impounded has continued to increase after the initial survey date of 
1980. In addition, the number of dog licenses issued in the municipality has 
increased. Presently, the Municipal Act is being amended to allow regulating 
authorities to have by-laws requiring impounded dogs to be tattooed prior to 
release to the claiming owners. 
Control of the Pet Population - Spay/Neuter Clinics 
It is now generally accepted that part of the solution to the control 
of the pet population requires some type of program to reduce the breeding 
potential. Chemical methods have been tried but have not been particularly 
effective. Animal owners are not conscientious enough to ensure that the 
contraceptives are administered regularly, There are health problems 
associated with the contraceptives, Also, the chemical contraceptives require 
a continuing outlay of money which is a powerful disincentive, Other methods, 
such as the injection of sclerosing agents into the epididymis of the male or 
immunological control are being developed but are not yet available. 
Therefore, it was decided that the establishment of a comprehensive spay and 
neuter program was the best solution.  
An evaluation was made of the Low Cost Spay and Neuter Clinics in 
operation in Los Angeles, Phoenix, Marin County, Palo Alto and San Mateo. The 
clinics have clearly been successful. Municipal authorities approve of the 
clinics because they provide a definite approach to control the growth of the 
pet population. The general public has reacted favorably because the clinics 
generally charge a lower fee than private veterinarians for the operation. 
Regulating authorities in Vancouver have implemented differential 
licensing of $5.00 for a neutered dog and $25.00 for an unneutered dog. This 
produces a strong incentive for owners to neuter their animals if the cost of 
the operation is reasonable (Table I). The low cost of the subsidized clinic, 
increases the impact of the license differential. These arguments persuaded 
the Executive Committee to decide, in the first quarter of 1975 to build a 
low cost Spay and Neuter Clinic • All municipalities in the greater Vancouver 
area, with two exceptions, indicated their desire to participate with a "Once 
in a Lifetime " capital grant for the building of a low cost Spay and Neuter 
Clinic. The total cost of the Clinic, including equipment, amounted to 
$360,000. The land was donated by the British Columbia S. P.C.A. while the 
funds from the participating municipalities amounted to 52 percent of the 
total cost. The balance was made up by donations received from concerned 
citizens and associated groups. 
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TABLE I 
  
Comparison of Cost of Surgical Sterilization in Private 
and Publically Subsidized Clinics 
 Private Veterinary Subsidized Clinic 
Dog Spay $55.00 – 80.00 $30.00 
Dog Castration 45.00 25.00 
Cat Spay 50.00 25.00 
Cat Castration 27.50 15.00 
Vaccination 12.00 Included in spay/neuter 
 
Despite delays the Clinic was officially opened by the Attorney-General 
of British Columbia on the 7th of August 1976. Operations commenced on the 
9th of August 1976. In the first two or three weeks of operation the number 
of operations was restricted to 25 a day. This number was increased to 80 per 
day but has now stabilized at 60 per day. The initial staff consisted of two 
Veterinarians and four Veterinary Assistants but there are now five 
Veterinarians and a total of ten Veterinary Assistants. The Society accepts 
animals for spaying and neutering from members of the Society, donors to the 
Society, and residents of the participating municipalities. In addition, all 
dogs and cats leaving shelters must be neutered, vaccinated, and licensed. 
Dogs, but not cats, are also tattooed. 
The results achieved during the period from the opening of the clinic 
on the 9th of August 1976 to the end of 1982 are illustrated by the following 
statistics. In 1976, the Vancouver Regional Branch destroyed a total of 
80,000 animals. During the year of 1983, only 8,986 animals were destroyed. 
This reduction in animals killed also reduces, by 1.4 million pounds, the 
amount of pathological waste which has to be incinerated at a cost of 15¢. 
per pound. Therefore, incineration savings alone amounted to $250,000. 
Further, during the years prior to 1976 the number of animals being destroyed 
was increasing at a rate of approximately 10% per year. If this increase had 
continued to 1982, the total number of animals destroyed would have been 
141,000. Further, it must be indicated that the savings in incineration costs 
do not include the cost of holding animals in the shelters at approximately 
$3.00 per day. Savings in holding costs amounted to nearly $800,000 per year. 
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TABLE II 
  
Growth/Decline of Surplus Pet Population 
Without/With Low Cost Spay and Neuter Clinic 
 
WITH WITHOUT 
 
Clinic Clinic 
 (Projected) (Actual) 
1976 80,000 Just opening 
1977 88,000 64,400 
1978 96,800 53,784 
1979 106,480 21,000 
1980 117,128 17,800 
1981 128,840 15,300 
1982 141,725 11,436 
1983 115,897 8,986 
 
The program produced additional good results. Animal related complaints 
have fallen by 42% since 1976 in the participating municipalities but by only 
2% in the two non-participating municipalities. The number of impoundments by 
participating members was reduced by 7%, but increased by 27% in the non-
participating municipalities. In 1976, the claim rate, the percentage of 
animals claimed to those impounded, was 40%. In 1982, those municipalities 
who participated in the Clinic showed had an average claim rate of 70%, and 
one municipality had a claim rate of 82%. In the two municipalities that did 
not join the Clinic, the claim rate increased from 40% to 51%. The higher 
claim rate helps to offset both the cost of animal control, and the costs of 
incineration. The compensation paid to owners of animals injured or killed by 
roving dogs has been reduced from $14,000 in 1976 to $84 in 1982. The number 
of licenses sold by municipalities has increased by an average of 53%. Dog 
bites have been reduced by 48%. Cruelty cases have been reduced by 54%. The 
number of dead or injured animals picked-up off the streets has been reduced 
by 80%. 
In summary, the following conclusions can be drawn from the Vancouver 
experience. One must develop a comprehensive animal control program to reduce 
the cost of animal control. The large license fee differential is essential 
if a municipality or regulating authority wishes to control the growth of the 
pet population. High claim rates reduce the cost of animal control by 
decreasing man power needs and the cost of pathological waste disposal. 
Members of the public are prepared to have their animals spayed or neutered 
providing that the fee structure is perceived as be reasonable. 
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C I T Y  O F  L O S  A N G E L E S  
A N I M A L  C A R E  A N D  C O N T R O L  
 
Robert I. Rush 
Department of Animal Regulation 
Room 1650, City Hall East 
200 North Main Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
 
 
HUMAN DEMOGRAPHICS 
The city of Los Angeles is divided into four major geographical areas: 
the Harbor, Central, Western and San Fernando Velley regions. For several 
decades, up through the early 1970's, the city's most densely populated areas 
were in the Central and Western regions. This concentration occurred despite 
the higher growth rate in the San Fernando Valley. Results of the 1980 
census, however, reveal a shift in the demographics of the Los Angeles 
region. While the most intensive concentration is still located in the 
Central region, the Western region has lost a significant number of people 
since 1970. This decline can be explained by the presence of the low density 
San Monica mountains in the west, which reduces the developable acreage and 
the rapidly increasing housing costs in this region. 
In contrast to the Western region, the San Fernando Valley continues to 
grow rapidly despite the fact that land for expansion was largely used up by 
1980. New housing patterns have made this possible as large developments, 
multi-family structures, and condominiums are built. The valley is home to 
more than one third of Los Angeles' residents and is expected to attract much 
of the city's potential growth. It is interesting to note, that the growth of 
the central region has not experienced the same shift toward multi-family 
dwellings as the valley. Growth despite the small increase in housing stocks 
may be partially explained by an increase in cooperative type housing and 
larger families.  
While these three major geographical regions have remained in a state 
of relative flux, the Harbor area continues to grow at the same approximate 
rate as the city as a whole. The Harbor region, which contains about five 
percent of our population and housing, is dominated by non-residential uses. 
Large tracts of industrial land and established housing have held growth 
levels to a minimum. Infill housing appears to be a major mode of growth. The 
populations of these four regions are displayed in Table I. 
 
61 
 
TABLE I 
 
Population by Area 1980 Census 
Valley 1,107,848 
Central 1,450,135 
Western 346,251 
Harbor 152,616 
  
Total 2,966,850 
 
Since the 1980 census, the city has realized a population growth of 
74,444 persons for a 2.5 percent increase. During this same period total 
housing and occupied housing units rose at lower rates, 1.8 percent and 1.5 
percent respectively. This brought the city in October 1982, to a record 
total population of 3,041,294 and a record total housing stock of 1,210,701. 
The overall vacancy rate in housing, although still considered low by 
national standards, has increased from 4.5 percent in 1980 to 4.8 percent in 
1982. In Table II, the 1982 estimated population and housing totals have been 
compared with figures from the 1970 and 1980 censuses. 
TABLE II 
   
City of Los Angeles 
Comparison of 1970,1980,1982 
Population, Total Housing and Household Vacancy Rate 
 
1970 
Census 
1980 
Census 
1982 
Estimate 
Total Population 2,811,801 2,966,850 3,041,294 
Total Housing Units 1,074,173 1,188,992 1,210,701 
Occupied Housing Units 1,024,873 1,135,491 1,152,325 
Vacant Housing Units 49,300 53,43 58,376 
Vacancy Rate 4.6% 4.5% 4.8% 
* The 1982 estimate provides the most current information available from the 
City of Los Angeles Department of Planning 
 
There has been local concern over a high number of undocumented aliens 
within the city. Using U.S. Immigration Service statistics, it has previously 
been estimated that undocumented aliens in the city may number as high as 
400,000 persons. Neither an undercount figure nor the undocumented alien 
estimate has been included in these data estimates for two reasons: (1) their 
inclusion would make it impossible to compare the current estimate with 
previous estimates; and (2) the figures in the current estimate attempt to 
reflect the total population that would be identified had another enumeration 
been conducted on October 1, 1982. 
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The most dramatic change in the population demographics of the city, 
has been the large increase in the Hispanic population in recent years. From 
18.5 percent in 1970, an increase of 296,128 people, has made the Hispanics 
the second largest group. As of 1980, Hispanics represented 27.5 percent of 
the population. The Asian population has also shown a significant gain, from 
3.7 percent in 1970 to 6.6 percent in 1980. The percentage of the city's 
population that is Black has decreases slightly, form 17.3 percent to 17 
percent in the same period of time. The American Indian population has 
increased significantly from 9,350 to 16,594, which currently represents 0.6 
percent of the total population. These gains were offset by a loss in the 
White population from 60.l to 48.3 percent. 
ANIMAL CONTROL 
Due to the lack of specific census data on the dog and cat populations 
for this region, we have had to rely on various estimates on pet ownership 
derived from human demographic information. The following estimates are based 
on the formula described by Dr. Andrew Rowan in his paper; "Animal Control, 
Animal Welfare, and Proposals for an Effective Program." Extrapolating from 
figures from the Northeastern United States, in which 36.4 % of households 
own a dog and 25.2% own a cat, there would be 440,695 dogs an 305,097 cats in 
the 1,201,701 housing units in Los Angeles. 
To validate the above mentioned numbers, Nassar and Mosiers' (1980) 
data on the number of dogs impounded as a percent of the total population was 
used. In their study of the pet population in Manhattan, Kansas, these 
researchers found that 16% of the dog population passed through the shelter 
in one year. Applying this to an estimated population of 144,695 in Los 
Angeles, we would have expected 70,511 dogs to be impounded. This figure is 
much higher than the 44,818 dogs that were actually impounded in fiscal year 
1982-83. If we start with the actual number of dogs impounded, assuming this 
represents 16 percent of the total population, an estimate of 280,000 dogs is 
derived. To estimate the cat population, the percentage difference between 
the 1982-83 dog/cat impounds was applied to the 280,000 dog population, 
giving a city cat population of 173,600. The wide disparity between these 
population estimates illustrates the need for accurate census data, such as 
could be collected by the U.S. Census Bureau. 
In view of the lack of accurate population estimates, I have found my 
department's work statistics to be more useful in determining the changes in 
the pet population and in the success of our programs. The shelters are 
mirrors of our society, they tell us what dog breeds are popular and what 
health conditions prevail for pets in our cities. We can gauge the success of 
our programs by looking at the numbers and types of dogs and cats impounded, 
the number of animal bites, cruelty cases and stray dogs. 
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SPAY/NEUTER ROGRAMS 
While mulch debate has surrounded this issue, there is no question that 
a public sponsored, low-cost pet sterilization program is essential to animal 
care and control. The very basic arguments in favor of such a program are 
difficult to dispute. Firstly, low cost pet sterilization enables those pet 
owners who cannot otherwise afford it, the means to sterilize their pets. 
Secondly, there is a substantial education in the numbers of unwanted dogs 
and cats. In the city of Los Angeles, the establishment of a low cost 
spay/neuter program combined with other factors such as a reduced license fee 
to sterilized dogs and humane education, has resulted in sterilization rate 
of 49% among licensed dogs.  
Prior to 1971, when the clinics were opened, less than five percent of 
our licensed population was sterilized, and the number of animals impounded 
was twice that of today. In face of a growing animal population explosion, we 
decided to implement a cooperative program between the government and the pet 
owner to increase the number of sterilized animals. We believe that the 
success of a combine low-cost sterilization program and differential 
licensing is illustrated by the dramatic decrease in the number of animals 
impounded in our shelter. In 1970, Los Angeles, was impounding an excess of 
144,000 dogs and cats and destroying over 80,000 of these. By 1982-83, 
however this rate has dropped 50%, with a total of 72,454 dogs and cats 
impounded. Table III summarizes some important statistics on departmental 
activities and pet demographics. 
TABLE III      
Shelter Statistics 
City of Los Angeles 
Item Description 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84 1984-85 
Total Animals Handled 81,661 81,545 80,488 94,698 84,942 
Animals Destroyed 49,183 51,285 52,218 54,950 54,037 
As % of Total Handled 60.2 62.9 64.9 58.0 63.6 
Dog licenses and 
Applications Issued 
178,879 141,251 183,439 177,383 173,819 
Altered as a % of 
Total Licenses 
48.8 50.6 50.8 49.0 47.6 
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NEW YORK CITY ANIMAL CONTROL: AN OVERVIEW 
 
John. F. Kullberg, President 
The American Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals (ASPCA) 
441 East 92nd Street 
New York, NY 10128 
 
 The uniqueness of each of New York City's 5 boroughs is evident in a 
review of 1980 New York City Census Data (Table I). The borough of Queens, 
for example, has a population base showing a loss of only 4.8% in the 10 year 
period, 1970-80. In Bronx and Brooklyn, by contrast, the overall population 
has declined by more than 20% and 14% respectively during the same time 
period. 
 
TABLE I 
      
1980 NEW YORK CITY CENSUS DATA 
 
BROOKLYN QUEENS MANHATTAN BRONX 
STATEN 
ISL. 
TOTAL 
Households 828,257 711,940 704,502 429,257 14,574 2,788,530 
1970-80 % Change -5.5% +3.2% +2.5% -13.7% +32.9%  
Av. Persons/House 2.67 2.63 1.96 2.66 3.0  
       
# Persons 2,230,936 1,891,325 1,428,285 1,168,972 352,121 7,071,639 
1970-80 % Change -14.3% -4.8% -7.2% -20.6% +19.2% -10.4% 
Median Age 30.7 34.9 43.1 30.3 30.7  
       
Housing Units 880,980 736,678 754,416 450,957 118,829 2,941,860 
Owner-Occupied 193,482 271,097 54,517 62,711 69,805 651,612 
Renter-Occupied 634,775 440,843 649,985 366,546 44,769 2,136,918 
% Renter-Occupied 72.1% 59.8% 86.2% 81.3% 37.7% 72.6% 
       
Av. Hsld. Inc. $15,333 $19,881 $21,520 $14,292 $23,168  
Med. Hsld. Inc. 11,919 17,028 13,904 10,947 21,204  
 
65 
 
Brooklyn is the city's largest borough with a population of 
approximately two and a quarter million. Of the housing units, 22% are owner-
occupied. In the Bronx the percentage is lower, (14%) and in Queens it is 
much higher (almost 40%). This is an important factor when one considers that 
more than 99% of New York City rental leases forbid pet ownership unless 
specific permission is given by the landlord. It is often a slow process to 
acquire that permission since eviction due to "illegal" pet ownership has 
historically been a court-supported means for turning over apartments and 
increasing rents. However, a 1983 New York City Council ordinance now 
prohibits eviction because of pet ownership, provided certain guidelines are 
followed. 
In addition to higher ownership of residences, Queens has higher 
average and median household income statistics than Brooklyn or the Bronx. 
Higher average income and greater owner-occupancy combine to make Queens a 
more stable living area than the Bronx or Brooklyn, factors which may 
encourage pet ownership. This tends to be supported by the ratio of New York 
City dog licenses per household sold in each of these 3 boroughs in 1982 
(O.118 in Queens, 0.096 in Brooklyn, and 0.086 in the Bronx). Other actors 
adversely affect pet ownership in New York City. For example, many owner-
occupied buildings are cooperatives and prohibit pet ownership. Smallness of 
space, relatively low overall household income levels, and other 
idiosyncrasies are also negative influences. For these and other reasons, the 
Market Research Corporation of America national pet population estimates 
(Table II) are probably not particularly accurate for New York City. The 
ASPCA estimates in Table III are considered more reliable. 
Table II      
National Pet Ownership Trends: 1972-1982 
Market Research Corporation of America Update* 
 
DOGS 
 ‘72 ‘76 ‘80 ‘81 ‘82 
No. U.S. H’holds 64.7 72.2 77.9 79.8 82.1 
% Owning 38.0 41.6 40.0 41.0 40.5 
No. Dogs 36.1 43.6 46.1 48.3 48.1 
No. H’holds Owning Dogs 24.5 30.0 31.2 32.7 33.3 
      
 CATS 
 ‘72 ‘76 ‘80 ‘81 ‘82 
No. U.S. H’holds 64.7 72.2 77.9 79.8 82.1 
% Owning 20.8 23.8 24.1 26.5 27.0 
No. Cats 25.5 36.6 36.8 40.8 43.9 
No. H’holds Owning 13.5 17.2 18.8 21.1 22.2 
      
*All totals are in millions 
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TABLE III       
1982 Market Research Corporation of America (MRCA)  
National Pet Population Estimates Applied to New York City 
 BROOKLYN QUEENS MANHATTAN BRONX STATEN ISL. TOTAL 
Households 828,257 711,940 704,502 429,257 114,574 2,788,530 
Households with 
Dogs (40.5%) 
335,444 288,336 285,323 173,849 46,402 1,129,254 
Households with 
Cats (27%) 
223,629 192,224 190,216 115,899 30,935 752,903 
1.33 Av. 
Dogs/Dog-Owning 
Household 
446,141 383,487 379,480 231,219 61,715 1,502,041 
1.7 Av. 
Cats/Cat-Owning 
Household 
380,169 326,781 323,367 197,028 52,590 1,279,935 
New York City 
Dogs Licensed, 
1982 
79,115 83,711 35,581 36,975 22,825 258,207 
% of MRCA Est. 18 22 9 16 37 17 
       
       
ASPCA 
Estimates* 
      
% Dogs Licensed 45 50,167 60 40 65 48 
Dogs Owned 175,811 167,422 59,302 92,438 35,115 530,088 
Cats Owned 133,616 127,241 45,070 70,253 26,687 402,867 
*Based on interviews with ASPCA dog licensing officers and including consideration 
of historical trends, residence accessibility, commission factor and cat estimates 
(76% of total of dogs owned) derived from ASPCA dog-cat turn-in rates (1982). 
 
Manhattan and Staten Island are considerably different from each other 
as well as from each of the other 3 boroughs. Staten Island has New York 
City's highest average and median house old incomes as well as the highest 
percentage of owner-occupied buildings (59%) compared to 7% for Manhattan 
which is the lowest percentage. Staten Island is New York City's only growing 
borough with over 20% more individuals in 1980 than in 1970. These factors 
make Staten Island's per capita pet ownership the highest of the 5 boroughs. 
The relatively high average household income in Manhattan is mitigated 
by the fact that Manhattan is the most expensive of the 5 boroughs in which 
to live. Landlord influence on renter-occupied housing units and cost-of-
living realities adversely affect Manhattan's pet ownership, particularly dog 
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ownership. The so-called "pooper scooper law," enforced largely by peer 
influence in Manhattan, may also have an adverse impact on dog ownership. For 
these and other reasons, although MRCA national estimates applied to 
Manhattan would suggest that the ASPCA in 1982 licensed only 9.4% of the 
actual owned dogs in that borough, the ASPCA's estimate of 60% is probably 
more accurate (Table III). 
The foregoing underscores the difficulty of determining pet ownership 
trends in large urban areas without detailed surveys of the pet-owning 
population. Given its own financial constraints, the ASPCA has been unable to 
do this properly, although some data available through New York City's Bureau 
of Animal Affairs tends to support the ASPCA estimates. 
Table IV shows a 20% decline in the number of dogs licensed over the 
last 10 years. This may be due to a number of factors. New York City is 
somewhat unique in abdicating its dog tax collection responsibility to a 
private humane society and ASPCA dog license officers do not have the 
perceived (by the public) authority that city tax collectors have. Summonses 
issued by ASPCA officers are also not taken seriously by the courts. 
Budgetary constraints, as well as need analyses led the ASPCA to close 3 of 
its 5 New York City animal control shelters in 1982, which may also have had 
an adverse impact on dog licensing. Finally, the dog population in New York 
City may be declining. 
TABLE IV 
      
New York City Dog Licenses Issued: 1974-1983 
YEAR MANHATTAN BROOKLYN BRONX 
STATEN 
ISLAND QUEENS TOTAL 
       
1974 46,416 88,268 46,153 26,537 101,776 309,150 
1975 44,169 85,306 43,992 25,834 98,577 297,858 
1976 40,446 81,226 41,525 24,966 92,523 280,686 
1977 37,267 77,638 40,852 25,656 86,119 267,532 
1978 39,144 79,037 42,324 24,290 87,746 272,541 
1979 39,813 79,599 40,375 24,016 83,938 267,741 
1980 40,058 77,446 40,058 24,035 85,458 267,055 
1981 37,027 76,699 39,672 26,448 84,634 264,480 
1982 35,581 79,115 36,975 22,825 83,711 258,207 
1983 33,596 72,679 34,560 21,680 84,693 247,208 
       
       
10-Year 
Variance 
-27.1% -17.7% -25% -17.8% -16.8% -20% 
 
The ASPCA operates the only shelters in New York City that never turn 
away an animal. The shelter statistics (Table V) show an almost 50% decrease 
in animals received since 1974. These figures are the best representation of 
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the total numbers of unwanted, injured and lost dogs. From 1974 until 1977 
the ASPCA had four shelters in New York City and in 1978 a fifth was opened 
(probably accounting for an increase in animals received that year). From 
1978 to 1982 (when the ASPCA closed three shelters) the volume again 
decreased steadily. Although a slight increase in unwanted animals as 
recorded in 1983, the downward trend over the last several years suggests 
that the volume will either stabilize or continue to decrease. 
TABLE V     
Animals Received by ASPCA New York City Shelters: 1974-1983 
YEAR DOGS CATS MISC. TOTALS 
1974 81,627 54,408 6,065 142,100 
1975 70,042 48,308 5,555 123,905 
1976 62,225 42,663 7,298 112,186 
1977 61,033 40,260 4,788 106,081 
1978 70,372 38,799 4,291 113,462 
1979 60,752 36,412 4,881 102,045 
1980 48,294 32,557 4,914 85,765 
1981 40,664 32,743 4,857 78,264 
1982 38,064 28,141 4,054 70,259 
1983 39,639 30,310 4,851 74,800 
TOTALS 572,712 384,601 51,554 1,008,867 
     
     
10-Year 
Variance 
-51.4% -44.3% -20% -47.4% 
 
 
Table outlines the number of animals picked up as strays by ASPCA 
ambulances and those turned in by the public over the last ten years. In 1978 
and 1979 an intensive effort was made to pick up strays by ASPCA stray round-
up teams. From 1980 to 1983 when the ASPCA made less effort to pick up strays 
in the ASPCA ambulances, the public picked up more strays and turned them 
over to ASPCA shelters without ambulance assistance (Tables VI and VII). It 
is extremely difficult to catch street-smart long-term strays. As a result 
most animals retrieved by ASPCA stray round-up teams and injured animal 
rescue programs are owned animals that are allowed to wander or that have 
escaped from owner confinement. As indicated in Table VII, some 50% of the 
animals that the ASPCA receives each year are designated as stray, and only 4 
to 5% of those animals are returned to their owners. Lack of compliance with 
New York City's dog license law, owner indifference or ignorance about what 
to do when an animal is lost contributes to the low percentage of strays 
returned to their owner. 
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TABLE VI     
Animals brought by ambulance and by the public  
to ASPCA New York City Shelters: 1974-1983 
 BY ASPCA AMBULANCES RECEIVED FROM PUBLIC 
YEAR # % # % 
1974 13,961 10 128,139 90 
1975 8,045 6 115,860 94 
1976 6,271 6 105,915 94 
1977 8,935 8 97,146 92 
1978 31,997 28 81,465 72 
1979 29,235 29 72,810 71 
1980 23,287 27 62,478 73 
1981 17,086 22 61,178 78 
1982 19,240 27 51,019 73 
1983 22,516 30 52,284 70 
     
 
TABLE VII     
Stray Animals Received by ASPCA New York City Shelters: 1974-1983 
YEAR # STRAY % #STRAYS RTO* % 
1974 64,557 45 3,311 5 
1975 55,830 45 2,915 5 
1976 52,890 47 2,389 5 
1977 48,013 45 2,383 5 
1978 59,469 52 4,910 8 
1979 50,372 49 3,221 6 
1980 39,239 46 2,515 6 
1981 35,510 45 1,562 4 
1982 35,229 50 1,428 4 
1983 38,302 51 1,539 4 
     
RTO* - Returned to Owner 
   
 
Most of the dogs that are returned to their owners are licensed. For 
that reason, lost cats stand a very poor chance of being retrieved. 
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TABLE VIII     
Animals, by Species, Returned to Owner by ASPCA Shelters,  
New York City: 1974-1978 
YEAR DOGS CATS MISC TOTALS 
1974 3,089 85 137 3,311 
1975 2,786 82 47 2,915 
1976 2,302 87 0 2,389 
1977 2,334 39 10 2,383 
1978 4,642 243 25 4,910 
1979 2,878 333 10 3,221 
1980 1,815 357 343 2,515 
1981 1,257 285 20 1,562 
1982 1,129 273 26 1,428 
1983 1,253 266 20 1,539 
     
 
The ASPCA operates the only shelters in New York City which accept all 
animals brought to them, many of which would be or have been rejected by 
humane societies that are only adoption agencies. This non-discriminatory 
policy contributes to a large percentage of ASPCA-received animals being 
euthanized. Fortunately more members of the public are coming to city pounds, 
ASPCA shelters and other private not-for-profit adoption agencies to look for 
adoptable animals. The neighbor, friend, pet shop and private breeder, 
however, are still the predominate sources of pet dogs and cats. 
TABLE IX      
Disposition of Animals Received by ASPCA New York City Shelters: 1974-1983 
YEAR ADOPTED % 
RETURNED  
TO OWNER % 
EUTHANIZED 
% 
1974 10,610 8 3,311 2 90 
1975 9,342 8 2,915 2 90 
1976 7,191 6 2,389 2 92 
1977 8,400 8 2,389 2 90 
1978 12,001 11 4,910 4 85 
1979 12,650 12 3,221 3 85 
1980 17,913 21 2,515 3 76 
1981 14,509 18 1,562 2 80 
1982 12,130 17 1,428 2 81 
1983 16,409 18 1,539 2 80 
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Although some 35,000 animals have been spayed or neutered by ASPCA 
veterinarians in New York City over the last 10 years (Table X), it is 
possibly incorrect to conclude that these spay/neuter programs have had a 
significant impact on the volume of free-roaming strays in the community. 
Responsible pet owners have their animals spayed or neutered while 
irresponsible pet owners do not. Spaying and neutering are not advisable 
until the animal is approximately six months of age and most animals are 
adopted prior to this. Thus, many animals are never spayed or neutered even 
when the operation is offered free as a bonus for adoption. Given the volume 
of ASPCA adoptions each year and limitations on volunteers and staff, it is 
impossible to enforce spay/neuter agreements in an effective way. Thus, 
although Table XI indicates that higher percentage of ASPCA adopted animals 
are being sterilized than ever before, one must question the actual impact on 
the number of unwanted animals. Other factors such as the state of the 
economy, lease constraints, life styles and size of living space probably 
have a much greater impact on the yearly fluctuations in unwanted animal 
populations than do spay/neuter clinics. 
 
TABLE X    
Spay/Neuter Operations Performed Annually 
at the ASPCA Henry Bergh Animal Hospital, Manhattan: 1974-1983 
YEAR ADOPTED FROM ASPCA OTHERS TOTAL 
1974* 872 522 1,394 
1975 1,039 690 1,729 
1976 964 747 1,711 
1977 991 858 1,849 
1978 1,591 2,017 3,608 
1979+ 2,508 2,944 5,452 
1980+ 2,331 2,662 4,993 
1981+ 2,144 2,319 4,463 
1982+ 2,329 2,124 4,448 
1983+ 2,612 2,700 5,312 
TOTAL 17,376 17,583 34,959 
* Figures for 1974 were projected, based on 10 months, March-December. 
+ Includes cat neuters performed at ASPCA Shelter Veterinary Clinics. 
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TABLE XI    
ASPCA Adopted Animals that are Sterilized: 1974-1983 
YEAR ANIMALS ADOPTED # STERILIZED % 
1974 10,610 872 8 
1975 9,342 1,039 11 
1976 7,191 964 13 
1977 8,400 991 12 
1978 12,001 1,591 13 
1979* 12,650 2,508 20 
1980* 17,913 2,331 13 
1981* 14,509 2,144 15 
1982* 12,130 2,324 19 
1983* 13,409 2,612 19 
(These figures reflect neither the number of animals that were spayed or 
neutered by private veterinarians participating in an ASPCA subsidized 
spay/neuter program nor animals spayed or neutered prior to adoption) 
* Includes cat neuters performed at ASPCA shelter veterinary clinics. 
 
 
REC0MMENDATI0NS: 
Animal control efforts, particularly spay /neuter programs, have 
improved considerably over the last ten years. The following seven 
suggestions, if adopted, could accelerate this improvement, particularly in 
New York City. 
1. Establish special administrative courts (tribunals) for animal-related 
infractions, including failure to register one's pet. Courts that primarily 
focus on human problems typically treat animal-related complaints lightly. 
2. Establish a minimal pet registration fee (e.g. $2.00 for 2 years). This 
should help increase compliance and shift funding for animal control programs 
to what is outlined in suggestion 4 below. 
3. Set heavy fines for failure to register (e.g., $25.00 first offense, 
$50.00 second offense), further aiding compliance as well as helping to fund 
court costs. 
4. Tax pet products (i.e., food and paraphernalia) at distribution 
(wholesale) point to pay for animal control services (shelters, ambulance 
rescue and stray round-ups, and spay-neuter clinics). Localities to receive 
money in proportion to animals registered (thus encouraging strict 
enforcement of registration laws). A pet product tax more equitably 
distributes animal control costs among all pet owners, not just dog owners. 
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5. Animal control must be the responsibility of municipalities, not humane 
societies. Municipalities should register animals and enforce registration 
and either perform or contract out (possibly to humane societies) animal 
control functions. 
6. "Humane Societies" that only adopt out animals and actually make money on 
adoptions an adoption-related fund-raising should pay a tax on profits, with 
the tax used to support city animal control programs, including spay /neuter 
clinics and animal control education. 
7. SPCA spay/neuter and law enforcement programs should receive public 
subsidies, particularly in the localities that leave animal control and/or 
anti-cruelty law enforcement responsibilities to SPCAs. 
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REPORT OF THE PALM BEACH COUNTY ANIMAL 
ANIMAL REGULATION DIVISION 
 
 
Dennis Moore 
Animal Regulation Division 
Palm Beach International Airport 
P. O. Box 1989 
West Palm Beach, FL 33402 
 
 The Palm Beach County Animal Regulation Division was established in 
1970 by the Florida State Legislature through a special act for Palm Beach 
County. The Division provides primary animal control services for a human 
population of 652,195 in one of the largest counties east of the Mississippi, 
encompassing 2,578 square miles. The vast majority of the population is 
located along 45 miles of the Atlantic Ocean coastline. As the population has 
increased (Table I), the population center has moved further inland each 
year. The western expanses of the county are largely rural with farming as 
the main industry. Between the urban coastal areas and the rural western 
farming areas is an expanding suburban area. 
There are 234,339 occupied households in Palm Beach County. Property 
owners occupy 171,736 of those households, while renters occupy 62,603. Each 
household is occupied by 2.42 people with a combined mean income of $21,755. 
Forty-eight percent is composed of males, while fifty-two percent is 
composed of females. The racial breakdown of Palm Beach County is as follows: 
White - 84.5%, Black - 13.5%, Other - 2%. The median age is 39.7. Over 30 
percent of the population is age 60 and older, while 21.3 percent of the 
population is under 18. 
TABLE I   
Population Trends In Palm Beach County 
Year Population % Increase (1970 base year) 
1960 228,100 -- 
1970 349,000 -- 
1975 481,500 37.6 
1978 514,800 47.1 
1980 576,900 64.8 
1981 615,200 75.8 
1982 637,900 82.3 
1983 652,200 86.3 
1990 (Projected) 989,500 182.7 
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ANIMAL DEMOGRAPHICS 
No survey has ever been taken of the dog and cat population in Palm 
Beach County. Therefore, the dog and cat population estimates (using various 
formulas) should be considered as speculative only (Table 2). 
TABLE 2   
Estimated Dog and Cat Population 
(Based on formulae indicated below) 
 Dogs Cats 
Schneider and Vaida (1975) 89,342 60,388 
Nassar and Mosier (1980) 159,072  
Nassar and Mosier (1982) 127,479-159,724 74,049-114,168 
Market Research Corporation 113,448 105,115 
 
 Based on personal knowledge of the Palm Beach County area, I would tend 
to believe that the most conservative formula would be more applicable to the 
area. Since a large proportion of the local population resides in condominium 
developments, which for the most part exclude pets, it seems that 1:7.3 
(dogs) and 1:10.8 (cats) ratios would be reasonable. 
 Last year, Palm Beach County issued 50,632 rabies vaccination/license 
tags. Of that total, 37.3% were issued to non-sterilized dogs/cats ($9.5 
tag), while 46.3% were issued to sterilized dogs/cats ($4.00). The remainder 
were issued to senior citizens ($2.50 tag) or as duplicates ($2.50 tag) with 
sterilization status not tracked. Eighty-three percent of the tags sold were 
for dogs, while 17% were for cats. Tables 3 and 4 provide further details of 
trends and numbers. 
TABLE 3     
Animal Licenses Issued and Sterilization Status 
(Percentages of total in parentheses) 
Year Total Sterilized Non-Sterilized Senior Citizens 
     
1974 30,035    
1975 20,676    
1976 20,079    
1977 30,048    
1978 31,480 11,017 (35) 15,791 (50) 4,037 (13) 
1979 27,170 10,133 (37) 12,379 (45) 4,123 (15) 
1980 27,848 10,674 (38) 12,173 (44) 4,532 (16) 
1981 35,938 14,651 (40) 16,092 (45) 4,808 (13) 
1982 44,403 20,391 (46) 18,652 (42) 4,436 (10) 
1983 50,632 23,459 (46) 18,901 (37) 7,762 (15) 
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TABLE 4    
Animal Licenses Issued (Species) 
Year Total Dogs Cats 
1982 44,403 37,743 (85%) 6,660 (15%) 
1983 50,632 41,771 (82%) 8,861 (18%) 
 
From a historical standpoint, the percentage of tags sold for 
sterilized animals has increased each year since 1978 when the 
sterilized/non-sterilized tag differential went into effect. In 1978, 35 
percent of all tags sold were for sterilized animals; while in 1983, over 46 
percent of all tags sold were for sterilized animals. 
For the ten years in which records have been maintained (1974-83), 
annual animal impoundments have gone from 7,422 (1974) to a peak load of 
15,379 (1978). During 1983, the division handled 11,967 animals, of which 
6,740 (56.3%) were dogs and 4,796 (40.0%) were cats (Table 5). 
 
TABLE 5     
     
Year Total Strays 
Unwanted 
(Handed in by Owner) Other 
     
1974 7,422    
1975 10,780    
1976 13,198    
1977 14,955 9,070 (61) 5,182 (35) 703 (4) 
1978 15,379 9,734 (63) 4,857 (32) 788 (5) 
1979 12,402 8,101 (65) 3,547 (29) 754 (6) 
1980 13,777 9,818 (71) 3,119 (23) 840 (6) 
1981 12,901 9,769 (76) 2,205 (17) 927 (7) 
1982 11,847 8,826 (75) 1,802 (15) 1,219 (10) 
1983 11,967 8,839 (74) 2,178 (18) 950 (8) 
 
 It is interesting to note that from 1977, when stray animals were first 
differentiated from unwanted animals, the presence of stray/owner-unknown 
animals being handled increased from 60.6 to a peak of 74.4, in 1982. 
Similarly, the percentage of unwanted/owner give-up animals being handled 
decreased from 34.6 to 15.2 during the same time period. 
 The animal adoption rate has ranged from 9 percent (1975 and 1977) to 
14 percent (1980). While the redemption/returned-to-owner rate has ranged 
from 7 percent (1975) to 16 percent (1982). It is believed that the 
redemption rate has been positively affected due to a more vigorous licensing 
program. Finally, the euthanasia rate has varied from 84 percent (1975) to 63 
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percent (1978-1981). For the past two years, the euthanasia rate has been at 
67 percent and 68 percent respectively (Table 6). 
TABLE 6     
Disposition of Impounded Animals 
Year Total Adopted 
Redeemed  
by Owner Euthanized Other 
      
1974 7,422 786 (11) 664 (9) 5,972 (80) ---- 
1975 10,780 962 (9) 755 (7) 9,063 (84) ---- 
1976 13,198 1,433 (11) 1,603 (12) 10,162 (77) ---- 
1977 14,827 1,312 (9) 1,955 (13) 10,065 (67) 1,470 (11) 
1978 15,273 1,447 (10) 1,740 (11) 9,734 (63) 2,352 (16) 
1979 12,411 1,568 (13) 1,436 (12) 7,852 (63) 1,555 (12) 
1980 13,868 1,894 (14) 1,794 (13) 8,669 (63) 1,511 (10) 
1981 12,830 1,673 (13) 1,862 (15) 8,044 (63) 1,251 (9) 
1982 11,551 1,344 (12) 1,802 (16) 7,694 (67) 711 (5) 
1983 (11,867) 1,378 (12) 1,764 (15) 8,066 (68) 629 (5) 
 
The division has only just started recording the ages of impounded 
animals. During the six month period from October, 1983 to March, 1984, 3,627 
dogs were impounded. Of these, 29 percent were younger than four months of 
age. Of 1,841 cats impounded, 43 percent were kittens. Animal releases 
followed a similar pattern with young (under 4 months) dogs accounting 
respectively for 39% of those adopted, 11% of those redeemed by owner, and 
32% of those euthanized. The division has always responded to dead animal 
complaints (dogs, cats, livestock, and wildlife and the numbers are recorded 
in Table 7.  
TABLE 7  
Dead Animals Complaints 
Year Number 
1977 1,372 
1978 2,261 
1979 1,577 
1980 1,416 
1981 1,571 
1982 1,422 
1983 1,325 
 
Palm Beach County is also served by two humane societies – The Animal 
Rescue League and the Boca Raton Humane Society. The majority of the animals 
handled by both facilities are brought in by the public. Last year, the 
Animal Rescue League reportedly handled 8,474 animals, while the Boca Raton 
Humane Society handled approximately 5,200 animals. Additionally, four 
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municipalities operate their own animal control programs, but all impound 
animals are released to the care of the county. 
ANIMAL CONTROL DATA 
 The annual budget of the Department has bene increasing steadily in the 
past ten years (Table 8). In 1983, field enforcement services for the Palm 
Beach County Animal Regulation Division responded to 21,332 complaints. These 
complaints/calls are broken down in Table 9. 
 
 TABLE 8   
Animal Budgets and Personnel 
Year Total Budget Total Personnel Complement 
1970 $      26,893 6 
1971 65,212 10 
1972 126,408 11 
1973 179,398 18 
1974 320,393 32 
1975 533,223 30 
1976 551,413 33 
1977 621,279 41 
1978 761,368 45 
1979 768,481 46 
1980 954,582 54 
1981 1,171,693 56 
1982 1,285,599 56 
1983 1,360,312 54 
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TABLE 9  
Breakdown of Enforcement Calls 
Reasons Number 
Animal bite investigations 2,903 
Injured/sick animal calls 1,232 
Stray animal complaints 4,926 
Dead animal removal 1,325 
Cruelty/abandonment investigation 1,156 
Stray livestock complaints 131 
Animal in distress calls 87 
Animal in season complaints 83 
Possible vicious animal complaints 1,044 
Pre-adoption investigation 165 
Confined animal pick-up 5,798 
Animal Nuisance (barking) affidavit investigation 172 
Commercial animal establishment inspection 79 
Humane trap delivery 162 
Misc. complaints/calls 429 
Nuisance honey bee investigations 40 
Check shot and tag investigation 1,600 
 
Animal Regulation officers as special deputy sheriffs issued 1,059 
Notices-to-Appear (citations) and 727 violation notices (written warnings) to 
law offenders in 1983. The violation of a county ordinance or state law is 
prosecuted as a second degree misdemeanor, with the exception of an animal 
cruelty charge which is a first misdemeanor. A second degree misdemeanor is 
punishable by a fine not to exceed $500 and/or up to sixty days in jail. Most 
fines range from $40 to $60 for violating the local animal control ordinance. 
HUMANE EDUCATION 
The division is in the process of completing 10 years of a public 
humane education program. Currently, three full-time Humane Education 
Specialists prepare and present various educational programs throughout the 
county. From 1975 to 1983, over 170,000 school children and teachers were 
given direct classroom training. 
Evaluating the effectiveness of a humane education program has always 
been difficult. Pre-and post-testing of students to determine the relative 
effectiveness of in-school presentations has given positive results. 
Additionally, teachers have given good ratings to school programs. However, 
to measure the impact of humane education on community attitudes toward 
animals and the Department is very difficult. From a subjective standpoint, 
we feel that the humane education program has succeeded in establishing more 
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positive public feelings toward an agency that is normally scorned. 
Frequently, when officers are operating in a particular area they will 
receive assistance from neighborhood children, where in the past they were 
ridiculed and harassed. 
SPAY/NEUTER PROGRAMS 
Dog and cat spay/neuter programs in Palm Beach County have historically 
been controversial. A joint effort between the county and local veterinary 
association in 1975 to sterilize dogs and cats of indigents was terminated 
after only a few months of operation. Again in 1977 and 1978, a public 
spay/neuter program was begun by the county after a local philanthropist 
donated $50,000. The clinic operated without regard to income, but collected 
$17.50 and $11.00 to complete spay and neuter surgeries respectively. After 
the $50,000 gift had been expended, and the local veterinary association had 
filed a law suit against the county, the program was terminated when the 
Animal Rescue League dropped income restrictions with its own spay/neuter 
program. Less than 2,000 animals were sterilized at the county clinic during 
its operation. 
After continued public demands for the county to offer some spay/neuter 
program, the idea of rebating money back to animal owners was begun by county 
ordinance in July, 1982. The cost of dog and cat license tags were increased 
three months prior beginning of the program. For each $9.SO tag sold to a 
non-sterilized, $4 was applied to the rebate program. Over $11,000 had been 
collected when the program began. Dog/cat owners who wanted to receive $20 
(female) or $15 (male) simply called or visited Animal Regulation to receive 
a rebate certificate. Once a veterinarian of the owner's choice certified 
that the animal had been check was then sent to the owner. Veterinarians also 
have the option owner an instant discount and collecting the rebate 
themselves. 
Since the beginning of the program, $132,273 has been collected for the 
program through the sale of tags for non-sterilized animals. Just over 
$100,000 has been rebated to pet owners for having their dog/cat sterilized. 
A total of 5,242 animals have been sterilized as a result of the program in 
the 21 months during which it has been operating. Of these, 3,023 were cats 
(1,744 female) and 2,219 were dogs (1,697 females). It is interesting to note 
that more cats than dogs have been through the program. Likewise, it should 
be noted that the proportion of male dogs going through the program has been 
very low. 
In an initial research study of this spay/neuter rebate program, it was 
determined that 74% of the participants felt that the rebate was very 
important or important in their decision to sterilize their pet. The 
household income level of rebate program participants is given in Table 10. 
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TABLE 10  
Household Income Level of Participants in Rebate Program 
Under $10,000 16.1% 
$10,000 - $20,000 27.3% 
$20,000 - $30,000 24.0% 
$30,000 - $40,000 12.8% 
Over $40,000 14.0% 
No response 5.8% 
 
 After some initial skepticism, most veterinarians seem to be very 
positive about the program. Some veterinarians have even lowered their own 
prices for sterilization. Only time and study will be able to determine the 
true effectiveness of such a program. 
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HUMAN DEMOGRAPHICS 
Baltimore is the largest city in Maryland and is also the state's 
center for industry, commerce and education. According to the 1980 Census, 
the Baltimore City population was 786,775, representing a loss of 13.1% since 
1970. The surface area of the city consists of 80.34 square miles of land, 
and 11.59 square miles of water. Two main arteries, Charles Street and 
Baltimore Street divide the city into four quadrants. In the upper east and 
north-west sections are many single unattached houses; whereas the southern 
area consists of many blocks of attached or row type brick houses. Large 
apartment type dwelling are also found in all areas of the city. As of 1980, 
there were 281,414 occupied housing units and 21,045 vacant units. Of this 
combined number of units, 132,735 (or 43.9%) are owner occupied. 
Although the 1980 census indicates that there are 2.74 people per 
household unit, several census tracts have more than 3.50 people per 
household. In one census tract located in a small area of the inner city, 
5.52 people per household were reported.  
Of the 187,748 families, 114,066 (60.8%) were married couples, 61,559 
(32.8%) were families with female householders and 12,123 (6.4%) were other 
families. In 1979, the poverty threshold for a family of three persons was 
cited as $5,787; for four persons as $7,412 and for five persons as $8,776. 
During the same period the city-wide median family income was $15,721. 
However, 35,751 families (18.9%) reported income below the poverty level. 
TABLE I 
 
Human Demographics According to 1980 Census 
Total Population 786,775 
% Black 54% 
# Occupied Housing Units 281,414 
Owner Occupied 132,735 
Average Persons/Household 2.74 
Median Family Income $15,721 
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ANIMAL DEMOGRAPHICS 
Researchers use various factors to obtain the estimated animal 
population for dogs; however, most studies use the dog to human ratio method. 
This ratio has varied anywhere from 1:4 (Nassar and Mosier 1982), 1:5 
(Wilbur, 1975) to 1:7 (Marx and Furcolow 1969). For Baltimore City the 1:7 
dog to human ratio, a method used by Beck in 1972 and again by DeHoff and 
Ross in 1981, is also used to obtain the dog population for this particular 
study, Based on the 1980 census, this ratio indicates that the dog population 
in Baltimore City is 112,396, or 0.4 dogs per household. This is lower than 
the Frost and Sullivan (1985) and Nassar and Mosier (1983) estimates that 40-
48% of household own an average of 1.4 dogs each. Applying this formula would 
give a total of 158,000 - 189,000 dogs in Baltimore.  
The estimated cat population was determined by a telephone survey in 
which 400 city pet owners were interviewed. It was found that 94 (23%) of 
those interviewed owned cats. Other studies indicate that 20-28% of 
households own approximately 1.75 cats each. This survey indicates that 
64,725 households own cats. If each cat-owning household has 1.75 cats (as 
shown in other surveys), then there would be approximately 113,000 cats in 
Baltimore. However, it is felt that this is too high and that the population 
is closer to 70,000. 
A study of the ecology and public health impact of urban cats in two 
neighborhoods in Baltimore (Childs, 1982) indicated that the frequency of cat 
ownership varied from 20.1% of households to 7.4% of households in the two 
contrasting areas. It is interesting to note that the low percentage of cats 
occurred in the low income and predominately Black neighborhood. Information 
obtained for this study on the age structure of animals in the community 
varies slightly, depending upon the data source. The polling of 18 veterinary 
hospitals in Baltimore indicates that animals examined were generally between 
the ages of 6 weeks and 7 years of age. The veterinary survey further 
indicated that the average age of dogs and cats was 5 and 4 years 
respectively. A telephone survey of 200 pet owners was conducted from a 
random sample taken from the 1983/84 rabies certificates issued by the 
Baltimore City Bureau of Animal Control (City Ordinance requires that cats 
and dogs be at least four months of age to be vaccinated against rabies). 
Data obtained from this study was consistent with estimates obtained from 
veterinary hospitals polled. The survey identified 161 dogs ranging from 
three months to 15 years, with an average of age of 5, and 39 cats from three 
months to 18 years with an average age of 3.9. Over 50% of all the dogs and 
cats were between 0-4 years of age (see Table II). By contrast, the ages of 
dogs and cats acquired by the Municipal Animal Shelter during 1983 averaged 
1.6 years for dogs and 1.3 years for cats, indicating that the shelter 
population is considerably younger than that in the community. 
From the same telephone survey, information was also gathered on 
altered animals. It was learned that 27% of the 161 dogs and 36% of the 39 
cats had been altered during 1983/84. In both species, females were altered 
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three times as often as males. The survey of 18 veterinary hospitals reported 
earlier also indicated that an estimated total of 21,000 pets were altered 
during the year of 1983. Veterinarians in this study also indicated that dogs 
were altered twice as often. However, a higher percentage of cat owners 
neutered their pets than dog owners. All data indicated that females in both 
species are altered twice as often as males. 
Currently, Baltimore City only licenses dogs four months and over. In 
1982, the license fee was increased from $7.50 to $10.00 for pet owners up to 
65 years of age, and $5.00 for pet owners beyond 65 years of age. 
The license revenue has steadily decreased since 1977. In 1974, 
Sanitary Enforcement Officers from the Bureau of Rodent Control of the 
Baltimore City Health Department patrolled the community for public health 
nuisances and issued notices to pet owners for unlicensed dogs. Approximately 
35,000 dogs were licensed by the 15 officers. In 1977, the entire rodent 
program was transferred to the Department of Housing. Under this agency, dog 
license enforcement was removed from the duties of the Sanitary Enforcement 
Officers. However, the CETA program of 1977 attached 10 Manpower employees 
known as the Pooch Patrol to the Bureau of Animal Control. With these 
additional employees, the estimated total of issued license rose to 25,000. 
By 1979, the CETA program was phased out which left the Bureau of Animal 
Control with a severe shortage of manpower necessary to enforce dog 
licensure. In 1983, approximately 14,000 dog licenses were issued. With the 
use of 12 appointed Dog Wardens in 1983/84, it is projected that 
approximately 30,000 licenses will be sold to dog owners for an increase of 
16,000 licenses (the actual figure was, however, 21,000). 
The study of rabies certificates concluded that an estimated 48,000 
animals were vaccinated against rabies, 42% of the City-wide animal 
population. Cats only represented 20% of all animals vaccinated. Data from 
the 1983 spring Anti-rabies clinics sponsored by the Baltimore City Health 
Department also indicated a lower percentage of cats vaccinated. Of the total 
of 5,458 dogs and cats vaccinated against rabies, 18% were cats and 82% dogs. 
The study further indicated that there was probably a 1.3% increase in the 
number of animals inoculated in 1984 over 1983. This increase was a result of 
the numerous rabid raccoons found in several neighboring counties in 1982-83. 
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TABLE II 
     
Animal Demographics 
 
DOG 
 
CAT 
Total Population 112,396 
 
ca. 70,000 
Average % of households owning animals 40 
 
23 
      
      
Age – from survey of 200 pet owners No. %  No. % 
0-4 years 89 53%  24 62% 
5-9 years 49 31%  10 26% 
10-14 years 24 14%  2 5% 
Average age of animals acquired by 
shelter 
1.6 years 
 
1.3 years 
    
    
Percentage altered during 1983/84 27% 
 
36% 
Total number of animals altered in 
1983 
21,000 pets 
     
     
Number of licenses issued in 1983 14,000 
   
Projected no. licenses to be issued in 
1984 
30,000 
   
  
  
Percentage of animal population 
vaccinated 
42% 
 
 
HUMAN-ANIMAL INTERACTION 
According to a report prepared by Maryland State Motor Vehicle 
Department in 1982, animals were responsible for 0.8% of accidents in 
Maryland. In Baltimore City, 0.1% of all accidents were caused by animals. No 
human deaths were reported in any of the accidents. Three hundred and 
eighteen (318) injuries were reported throughout the State with only 6 
occurring in Baltimore City. Surveys from several insurance companies failed 
to produce adequate figures on accident costs caused by animal From the 1983 
Baltimore City Municipal Animal Shelter report, 2,726 animals were hit by 
automobiles of which 2,159 were dogs. 
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The State of Maryland reported a total of 12,071 animal bites in 1983 
as compared to 19,434 in 1973. This figure represents a decrease of 7,363 or 
37.9% over the ten year period. For the same period, Baltimore City reported 
2,821 animal bites for 1983 as compared to 6,568 in 1973 for a 57.1% 
decrease. The number decreased further in 1984. 
Data from the 1983 animal bite reports indicated that dogs were 
responsible for 89% of the bites (over 50% by owned dogs). According to 
DeHoff and Ross (1981), 50% of all bites occurred to victims under 15 years 
of age. Males were bitten twice as often as females in every age category 
except age 65 and over. 
Of all the animal bites that occurred to victims in 1983, three persons 
received post exposure rabies treatment. In all cases, individuals were 
bitten by stray dogs that had escaped and never located. The treatment used 
in all cases was the human diploid cell-rabies vaccine (HDCV). HDCV active 
immunization was used in conjunction with rabies immune globulin (Human RIG) 
for passive immunization. During fiscal year 1983, 358 animals were 
sacrificed and tested for rabies. This total consisted of 75 dogs, 78 cats, 
90 raccoons and native wild animals, 74 bats and 41 others. Two bats were 
found positive for rabies. 
The most frequent animal-related nuisance complaints received from city 
residents concern barking, animal excreta on private and public property, and 
unrestrained dogs. Although there are laws to cover these problems, there is 
very little enforcement power. Of all complaints received at the Mayor's 
Office in 1983, animal nuisances ranked third on a list that included crime, 
traffic control, housing, pot holes and taxes. 
From the Baltimore City Health Department's 1983 Year End Reports, it 
was reported that the Bureau of Animal Control received 4,031 complaints of 
unrestrained dogs, cat and dog excreta on public and private property, and 
barking. Many of the city's alleys in low income census tracts with high 
population density of both dogs and people, have improper trash receptacles 
and plastic trash bags that are prime targets for loose roaming dogs. 
A 1981 study by the Water Quality Management Office of Baltimore 
indicated that pet waste was a major problem in polluting the city water 
streams and the Baltimore Harbor. It was estimated that over 80,000 pounds of 
feces and 40,000 gallons of urine are produced a day. 
ANIMAL CONTROL 
As a result of a 1973 study by the Mayor's Advisory Committee on 
Canines, an Animal Control Ordinance was enacted in August 1974. The law 
created the Bureau of Animal Control under the direction of the Baltimore 
City Health Department. The program is designed to minimize the chance of 
disease and injury to the public via a system of animal collections, animal 
investigations and enforcement, public education and the operation of a 
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Municipal Animal Shelter. The current program is budgeted at $695,709 and has 
a staff of 29. 
There has been a 2% decrease in the total number of animals collected 
in the city since 1976. In 1983, 24,269 animals were removed. This number 
included 5,362 strays 10,833 unwanted and 8,054 dead animals. Sixty-six 
percent of the live animals were dogs, 31% were cats and 3% were wild or 
exotic animals. Eighty-five percent of all dead animals were dogs. Unwanted 
dogs and cats refer to those animals that are either picked up from homes of 
owners by Animal Wardens or animals turned in at the Animal Shelter by 
owners. Dogs and cats turned in by owners at the Animal Shelter represented 
29. 7% of all unwanted animals collected. The average daily population of 
animals at the facility during fiscal year 1983 was 160 dogs and 20 cats. 
Of the 5,362 strays, 361 (6.7%) were reclaimed by the rightful owners. 
Dogs represented 86% of the reclaimed animals. The term stray animals refers 
to unrestrained dogs and cats that roam free in the community. 
The Bureau of Animal Control employs 12 Animal Wardens and 2 Field 
Supervisors who man animal rescue vehicles for animal pick up. Six vehicles 
are used for live animal pick up and two are used for dead carcasses. Service 
is rendered on a 24 hour basis, seven days a week. However, field coverage 
decreases on the weekend after normal working hours. 
One of the major problems encountered in the apprehension of stray 
animals is the frequent interference by pet owners or other residents. On 
several occasions, this interference, in the form of assaults and verbal 
abuse, has endangered the health and safety of the Animal Wardens. Whenever 
this occurs, Animal Control requests the assistance of the Police Department. 
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TABLE III 
        
Shelter Population in 1983 
       
Reclaimed 
 
Total  Dogs Cats Other  Dog Cat 
Live animals 
16,195  10,689 5,020 486  -0- -0- 
Strays 
5,362  -0- -0- -0-  310 (6%) 51 (1%) 
Dead animals 
8,054  6,846      
         
         
To promote responsible pet ownership in the community and discourage 
indiscriminate breeding, animals adopted from the Municipal Animal Shelter 
are spayed or neutered. There is a contractual agreement between the City and 
10 local veterinarians to alter dogs and cats from the Municipal Animal 
Shelter at a low cost. The fees are approximately 25% less than normal rate 
charged by the average veterinarian. The adoption fees, which include a 
distemper inoculation areas follows: 
         
         
   DOGS CATS     
Adoption 
  12.00 12.00 
    
Spay/female 
  40.00 28.00 
    
Neuter/male 
  28.00 15.00 
    
License (4 months or over) 
 10.00 N/A 
    
 
Since the spay/neuter plan of 1979 became a part of the Adoption 
Program of the Municipal Animal Shelter, the animal adoption rate has 
steadily decreased. In 1978, 560 animals were adopted compared to 291 in 
1982. The primary reasons for the decline are the increased cost of adoption, 
and the altering of an animal before the pet owner takes the animal home. 
Sodium pentobarbital is used as for euthanasia. In 1983, 14,997 animals were 
euthanized, a 1% increase over 1982. 
Under the direction of a Field Supervisor, three Animal Control 
Investigators and two Wardens investigated complaints received by this 
Division during 1983. A total of 2,710 complaints that pertain to animals 
disturbing the peace, animal waste on: private and public property, 
unlicensed dogs, unvaccinated dogs and cats, unlicensed kennels, animal bites 
and cruelty to animals were received by the Division. In addition, 
inspections are conducted at horse stables, animal research laboratories, pet 
shops and other commercial establishments. 
To provide the community with basic knowledge on responsible pet 
ownership, the Bureau of Animal Control also conducts educational programs to 
community groups, individual residents, and schools. During fiscal year 1983, 
the program was able to reach 2,530 students, 51 teachers at 7 elementary 
schools, and 21 community groups for a total of 2,114 citizens. Presentations 
and demonstrations were given on pet care, animal control laws, and available 
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information on services. Over 10,000 pieces of literature were distributed 
during this period.  
The only other animal shelter in the city is operated by the Maryland 
Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals (MSPCA), a private 
enterprise. It is located in the northwest section and only receives animals 
brought to the facility by pet owners or other residents. The animal shelter 
has 55 indoor kennel runs for dogs and 30 cat cages. Under the direction of a 
Humane Officer, seven full-time and 2 part-time employees operate the 
facility, The average daily census is 30 dogs and 20 cats.  
As part of the adoption programs, all cats and dogs are altered before 
homes are found. The fees, which include all necessary inoculations, are 
$35.00 for each dog and $20.00 for each cat. In 1983, 233 dogs over four 
months of age, 314 puppies, 221 cats and 360 kittens were adopted, The drug 
somethal is used for euthanasia, During 1983, 1,421 adult dogs, 805 puppies, 
1,334 cats and 1,735 kittens were killed. 
TABLE IV 
    
Maryland Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals (MSPCA)  
Shelter Operations in 1983 
 Dogs Puppies Cats Kittens 
# Adopted 233 314 221 360 
# Euthanized 1,421 805 1,334 1,735 
 
Although the human population of Baltimore City has declined in the 
past 10 years, the animal shelter population has not decreased at the same 
rate. Pet owners continue to acquire dogs as companions, playmates and 
protectors. 
Animal bites have significantly decreased over the past 10 years, 
however, other animal nuisances such as unwanted pets, uncontrolled pets, pet 
fecal littering, indiscriminate breeding and animals disturbing the peace 
continue to be a problem for the urban community. The Animal Control program 
has met with some success through Animal Collections, Public Education and 
operating practices. However, greater efforts are needed to reduce the number 
of casual owners who are unwilling or unable to be responsible pet owners. 
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ANIMAL CONTROL IN FAIRFAX COUNTY, VIRGINIA 
Richard Amity 
Department of Animal Control 
4500 West Ox Road 
Fairfax County, Virginia 22036 
 
HUMAN DEMOGRAPHICS 
 Fairfax County is located on the Virginia side of the Potomac River 
across from Washington, D.C. Its 1985 population of 678,000 occupies an area 
of 399 square miles. The county has experienced an average annual growth rate 
of 2.6% during the years 1973 to 1983. The population growth during this 
period is displayed in Table I. 
TABLE I    
Population Growth 
 Fairfax County 1970 - 1983  
Year Total Population* Year Total Population 
1970 454,275** 1977 562,800 
1971 470,600 1978 571,000 
1972 487,600 1979 584,200 
1973 505,700 1980 596,901 
1974 522,200 1981 612,600 
1975 537,200 1982 620,800 
1976 544,500 1983 630,400 
*Figures are rounded to the nearest one hundred when estimates are used. 
**Datum is 1970 Census total population figure after 1975 revision. 
Sources: 1970 and 1980 – U.S. Census, Department of Commerce 
Data obtained from Fairfax County Office of Research and 
Statistics for years 1971 to 1979, and 1981 to 1983. 
 Examination of U.S. census figures indicates a shift in the population 
age distribution toward older age groups. From 1960 to 1980 the percent of 
children ages 0 to 14 years, has declined to almost half its original value. 
This decline is reflected in an increase in the median age from 25 to 29.1 
years of age. 
Fairfax is an affluent county with an estimated median family income of 
$47,600 in 1983. Based on 1979 figures, only 17.3% of the households had 
income less than $15,000. 
ANIMAL CONTROL 
The Fairfax County Department of Animal Control was formed in 1972 after the 
County assumed control of the animal shelter, which had previously been 
operated by a local humane society. 
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The Department is responsible for providing services and enforcing laws 
pertaining to both domestic animals and wildlife. The department which has a 
staff of fifty, is involved in a variety of activities including, provision 
of temporary shelter and adoption service for stray and surrendered animals, 
24-hour emergency service for injured strays, quarantine of animals which 
have bitten humans, assistance in the removal of stray dogs and wildlife from 
public areas, conducting humane education programs and issuance of hunting 
permits. In 1975, the department in a cooperative arrangement with the 
Northern Virginia Veterinary Medical Association, also developed a reduced 
cost spay/neuter program for shelter adopted animals. 
The animal control activities conducted by the department from 1977 to 
1983 are summarized in Table II. 
TABLE II      
Fiscal  
Year 
Citizen 
Complaints 
Investigated  
Summon 
Issued 
Warnings 
Issued 
Injured 
Animals 
Licenses 
Sold 
      
1977 13,699 1,680 2,102 621 25,342 
1978 16,770 2,900 2,561 982 26,094 
1979 15,393 2,271 2,258 992 22,339 
1980 15,835 1,618 2,025 1,146 21,505 
1981 15,826 1,726 1,615 955 18,800 
1982 17,398 1,393 1,623 1,115 19,268 
1983 25,463 1,476 1,067 2,240 18,849 
Notable, is the increase in the number of citizen’s complaints and the 
number of injured anima s. The increase in complaints is most likely due to 
the heightened public concern over the rabies epizootic. Examination of the 
data on animal impoundment and disposition (Table II) reveals an upward trend 
in the percentage of animals euthanized. This increase emerged after a fall 
off from a peak of over 60% in the early 70's, and may be attributable to the 
rabies outbreak. The jump is most dramatic when wildlife numbers are 
included. 
When analyzed on a species basis, the numbers of dogs impounded from 
1977 to 1983 is noted to remain relatively constant while the numbers of cats 
has increased by 16 percent.  
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Table III        
Animals Impounded 
Animals 
Redeemed 
Animals 
Adopted 
Animals 
Euthan. 
%Euthan/ 
%Impounded F/Y Dogs Cats Wildlife Total 
1977 7,696 3,909 816 12,421 2,849 3,160 5,486 44 
1978 8,127 4,089 949 13,164 2,936 3,232 5,950 45 
1979 8,673 4,590 914 14,077 2,838 3,138 6,291 45 
1980 8,354 4,197 960 13,547 2,971 3,189 5,724 42 
1981 8,127 4,099 987 13,213 3,162 3,344 5,151 39 
1982 7,962 4,199 1,791 13,952 2,878 2,914 6,281 52 (36)* 
1983 7,223 4,533 4,391 16,147 2,741 2,425 7,907 49 (51)* 
* Excluding Wildlife 
During this six year period, a downward trend in the number of animals 
released by owners as a percentage of the total number impounded, has been 
observed. This percentage has fallen rather sharply from approximately 60% in 
1973 to 35% in 1983. 
In 1984, a door to door survey of 2,256 pet owning households, revealed 
that 56.9% of the dogs and 76.3% of the cats were sterilized. The average age 
of the dogs and cats in the households surveyed was 5.85 years and 6.23 years 
respectively. 
RABIES 
In February 1982, the first case in ten years of rabies was detected. 
Subsequently positive rabies cases were identified that year with 277 of 
these cases involving raccoons. During 1983, there were 357 positive cases of 
rabies reported. The department's workload increased significantly during 
1982 and 1983 and is expected to remain at a high level because of the rabies 
endemic situation, for a period of years. The number of animal bite cases 
reported and animals quarantined however has not fluctuated much during the 
six year span from 1977 to 1983. There appears to be good compliance to 
regulations concerning rabies vaccination, with 94.6% of the dogs and 92.7% 
of the cats in surveyed households reported to be inoculated. 
Table IV   
Fiscal Year Bite Cases Reported # Animals Quarantined 
1977 1,495 1,425 
1978 1,231 1,191 
1979 1,187 1,129 
1980 1,214 1,127 
1981 1,100 1,025 
1982 1,320 1,251 
1983 1,592 1,517 
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ANIMAL CONTROL IN PIMA COUNTY  
AND TUCSON, ARIZONA  
 
Arthur J. Ruff 
Pima County Health Department 
Pima Animal Control Center 
4000 North Silverbell Road 
Tucson, AZ 85705 
Human Demographics 
Pima County, Arizona, which includes the city of Tucson, is one of the 
fastest growing metropolitan areas in the Southwest. In 1980, the populations 
of Pima County and Tucson were 531,896 and 330,537 respectively. Table I 
shows how the population has grown from 1960 to 1980. The overwhelming   
majority (83.3%} of the population are white and a substantial proportion 
(21%) are of Spanish origin.  One fifth do not have high school diplomas 
while another fifth have college degrees. Table II gives the age structure of 
the population. Table III gives data on household numbers and the number of 
families while Table IV provides data on household income distribution. 
Table I  
POPULATION GROWTH IN PIMA COUNTY 
1960 265,660 
1970 351,667 
1975 449,544 
1980 531,896 
Sources: “Arizona Statistical Review” , Valley National Bank, 1980. U.S. 
Bureau of Census, Statistical Abstract of the U.S., 1980. 
Table II 
 
AGE STRUCTURE OF ADULT POPULATION IN GREATER TUCSON* 
Age Percentage of Total 
18 – 24 17.8% 
25 – 34 28.8% 
35 – 44 16.1% 
45 – 54 11.8% 
55 - 64 12.9% 
65 & Over 12.6% 
*GREATER TUCSON is defined as the metropolitan area composed of the City of 
Tucson and the urbanized area surrounding it. 
Sources: Marketing Strategies Inc. 1981 : Statistical Abstract of the U.S. 
1980 
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Animal Control Operation 
Tucson, Arizona is one of the fastest growing metropolitan areas in the 
southwest. Tucson's rapid growth over the past ten years reflects a 
tremendous (51%) increase in population. The increasing urbanization of Pima 
County has affected animal control philosophies and the policies of the Pima 
Animal Control Center.  
The Pima Animal Control Center is a Division of the Pima County Health 
Department that currently provides all animal control service to Pima County 
including the City of Tucson. The City of Tucson contracts with Pima County 
for animal control service and presents the most significant animal control 
problems. For the purpose of this report we will focus primarily on the 
characteristics of the animal control program in the City of Tucson. 
While no survey of households has been undertaken to determine how many 
dogs and cats are owned in Tucson and Pima County, we have estimated animal 
numbers using the formula (% of owning households, average numbers of animals 
in each owning household) given in Table The data on age and spay/neuter 
status is derived from vaccination lists and a phone poll. 
In the two latest years (82/83 and 83/84) the Pima Animal Control 
Center has handled 12,080 and 12,348 animals respectively (see Table VI). 
However, the Humane Society of Tucson also handles a significant numbers of 
animals every year although they do not enforce leash laws or conduct bite 
investigations. Last year, the Tucson Humane Society sheltered 15,215 
animals. Gary Dungan, the Executive Director of the Society indicates that, 
although the total number of animals being sheltered has probably dropped in 
the last few years, Tucson still has a significant pet overpopulation 
problem. The Humane Society of Tucson operates a low cost spay/neuter clinic 
and investigates cruelty complaints in metropolitan Tucson. Other animal 
welfare groups, such as the Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals 
and the Animal Welfare Coalition provide either spay/neuter clinics or 
financial support for low cost spay/neuter surgery. Pima County has, 
therefore, a number of active animal care/welfare groups that have had 
substantial impact in publicizing the plight of urban pets. 
Table III   
HOUSEHOLD AND FAMILY DEMOGRAPHICS 
 City of Tucson Pima County 
Total Number of Households 129,480 201,860 
Single Family Dwellings 
(includes 24,457 Mobile Homes) 
------ 163,870 
Multiple Occupancy Units  37,990 
Number of Families 81,508 136,763 
Families with children under 18 75,274 128,500 
Source: Census of Population 1980, U.S. Bureau of Census 
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Table IV   
HOUSEHOLD INCOME 
 
CITY OF TUCSON PIMA COUNTY 
Percentage of Households   
under $5,000 1.7% 12.7% 
$5,000 - $9,999 23.1% 28.0% 
$10,000 - $14,999 21.1% 17.0% 
$15,000 - $19,999 16.8% 14.0% 
$20,000 - $24,999 13.5% 12.3% 
$25,000 - $34,999 14.7% 14.5% 
$35,000 - $49,999 6.7% 7.6% 
$50,000 – or more 2.4% 3.9% 
Per Capita Income $17,147 $6,493 
Source: Census of Population 1980, U.S. Bureau of Census 
  
The activities of the Pima Animal Control Center as they relate to the 
metropolitan area of Tucson are set out in Table VII. the numbers of animals 
from the city of Tucson that must be disposed of has fallen but it is 
difficult to draw any conclusions given the large numbers that are also 
sheltered by the Humane Society. More attention has been paid to enforcement 
in recent years (hence, the increase in number of citations) and, in 1978/79, 
the leash law was changed to permit animal control officers to issue a 
citation for an uncontrolled animals, even when it was on the owner’s 
property.  
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Table V     
DOG AND CAT POPULATION DEMOGRAPHICS (GENERAL) 
 
City of Tucson Pima County 
 
Dogs Cats Dogs Cats 
Total No. Hshlds 129,480 129,480 201,860 201,860 
% Hshlds. Owning 48 35 48 35 
Av. No. Animals per 
Owning Hshld. 
1.35 1.5 1.35 1.5 
Total Animals 83,903 67,977 130,795 105,984 
Average Age (yrs.) 4.1 2.3 4.1 1.3 
No. Altered Animals 33,155 12,235 52,628 19,077 
% Altered Animals 39.5 18.0 40.2 18.0 
No. Vaccinated Dogs 
(83/84 projected) 
60,300 ----- 95,608 ----- 
No. Licensed Dogs 
(83/84 actual) 
40,016 ----- 69,491 ----- 
% Licensed Dogs 
(83/84 estimate) 
47.7 ----- 53.1 ----- 
 
Table VI 
    
 
DISPOSITION OF ALL ANIMALS HANDLED BY 
 
 
PIMA ANIMAL CONTROL CENTER 
 
 Redeemed Adopted Euthanized Total 
1982/3 
    
Dogs 2,637 (26.6%) 1,018 (10.3%) 6,262 (63.7%) 9,917 
Cats 55 (27.0%) 58  (2.9%) 1,912 (94.4%) 2,025 
Total 2,692 (22.5%) 1,076  (9.0%) 8,174 (68.4%) 11,942 
1983/4     
Dogs 2,848 (27.8%) 874  (8.5%) 6,529 (63.7%) 10,251 
Cats 125  (4.7%) 128  (4.8%) 2,425 (90.6%) 2,678 
Total 2,973 (23.0%) 1,002  (7.8%) 8,954 (69.3%) 12,929 
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Table VII 
  
 
    
ANIMAL CONTROL ACTIVITIES IN CITY OF TUCSON 
 
76/7 77/8 78/9 79/80 80/1 81/2 82/3 
No. of Licenses 
Issued 
38,000 36,000 33,000 30,000 30,000 36,000 39,000 
No. of Citations 
Issued (approx.) 
--- --- 1,500 1,200 3,500 6,000 7,000 
No. of Field 
Service Calls 
--- --- --- --- 33,400 29,600 34,800 
No. of Loose 
Animal Calls 
--- --- 13,133 16,307 17,255 18,458 19,269 
Stray Dog Pickup 
(approx.) 
--- --- 3,000 2,000 6,000 6,800 5,800 
Dead Dogs/Cats 
on Roads 
--- --- --- --- 3,450 3,570 3,682 
Animals Disposed 
of 
9,254 8,458 7,511 6,620 7,264 7,395 7,147 
Approx. % 
Euthanized 
65 62 64 64 64 64 66 
Approx. & 
Redeemed/Adopted 
29 32 36 30 32 34 33 
 
PUBLIC EDUCATION 
 Pima Animal Control employs one full time person to provide public 
education. This Public Service Coordinator speaks to school, animal welfare 
groups, service groups, 4-H Clubs, scouting organizations, etc. The topics of 
his presentations range from caring for pets to rabies prevention. During the 
summer months our Public Service Coordinator participates in City of Tucson 
summer recreation programs by providing films and presentations to large 
number of school age children throughout the community. 
 This year the Pima Animal Control Center has started a coordinated 
effort to reduce dog bites especially among children and service workers. The 
Public Service Coordinator has made presentations on how to prevent dog bites 
(recognition of animal behavior patterns and strategies to avoid bites) to 
schools, U.S. Post Office and local utility companies. 
 In addition to the Bite Prevention Program, the Pima Animal Control 
Center and the City of Tucson are developing television spots that will be 
aired on cable channels. Monthly public relations presentations are also made 
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on such topics as Leash Laws, spay/neuter programs, care and feeding of pets, 
etc. 
SPAY/NEUTER PROGRAMS 
 Pima Animal Control requires that all adopted animals be spayed or 
neutered. This is accomplished by including a spay/neuter certificate with 
every adoption. In addition, the license fee for altered dogs is much lower 
than the license fee for unaltered dogs. 
 Local animal welfare organizations provide low cost spay/neuter 
programs and almost all of the local veterinarians provide this service. The 
issues of pet overpopulation and spaying/neutering of pets have just recently 
(the past 3 years) been publicized by the media. Work to increase awareness 
and ultimately decrease surplus dogs and cats is continuing. 
ENFORCEMENT 
 Pima Animal Control Center is particularly proud of its enforcement 
program which is based on a comprehensive training program, an aggressive 
enforcement policy and a professional staff. 
 The Pima Animal Control Center has developed an eight week training 
program covering a wide range of topics such as animal behavior, stress 
management, rabies, and public relations. This training program is conducted 
by staff members who are graduates of the H.S.U.S./University of Alabama, 
Animal Control Academy. The training program produces a knowledgeable and 
conscientious animal control officer.  
 The enforcement staff at the Pima Animal Control Center have 
successfully completed the transition from "dog catcher" to Animal Control 
professionals. The Pima Animal Control Officers have authority to issue 
citations for animal related offenses ranging from leash law to quarantine 
violations. The professional attitude of our enforcement staff has resulted 
in less complaints and more positive recognition from the public. Although it 
is hard to measure professionalism in a quantitative sense, we feel the 
staff's attitude is one of our greatest assets.  
 The enforcement policy includes consistent, stringent enforcement of 
all violations involving dogs running off their leashes, and unlicensed 
animals. We feel that the dog that is at large is the primary cause of dog 
bites, the spread of disease and the wholesale slaughter of dogs on streets 
and highways. The unlicensed dog is usually the property of the uninformed or 
irresponsible owner. Our dog bite records indicate a relationship between 
unlicensed dogs and dog bites and between dogs at large and dog bites (Table 
VIII). 
 This past year, there was a special effort to identify and cite dog 
owners who allow their dogs to run loose and/or neglect to license them. The 
program, along with a public relations campaign and spay/neuter incentives, 
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has resulted in a reduction in the number of reported dog bites in Pima 
County. In 1981/2, there were 2,553 reported bites, representing a 12% 
increase over the previous year. In 1982/3, the number of reported bites fell 
by 12% to 2,255 and a further 20% fall (to 2,230) is projected for 1983/4. 
Table VIII 
      
DOG BITES INFLICTED BY LOOSE, LICENSED DOGS 
 
July‘82 July‘83 Oct.‘82 Oct.‘83 March‘83 March‘84 
Total Dog Bites 179 222 195 184 216 207 
% Bites (Dogs) At 
Large 
37% 37% 46% 40% 52% 47% 
% Of Biters That 
Are Licensed 
38% 31% 45% 40% 37% 38% 
% Of Total Dog 
Population Licensed 
(estimate) 
55% 54% 55% 54% 55% 54% 
 
 In June of 1984 the Tucson City Council passed a set of comprehensive 
ordinances directed towards animal cruelty/neglect and vicious animals. Pima 
County Animal Control accepted complete enforcement responsibility for these 
ordinances in September, 1984 and have responded to over 800 complaints 
between September, 1984 and June 30, 1985 and June 30, 1985. These ordinances 
have provided the Pima Animal Control Center with an opportunity to not only 
protect mistreated animals but to also educate the general public on topics 
related to pet care and responsibility. 
 
 
 
